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ABSTRACT 
This doctoral research investigates the validity of an Elicited Imitation Task (EIT) for 
evaluating French proficiency assessment in both research and classroom settings. The goal is 
to supplement the French tests used for placement at the University of Illinois. The 
motivation for the current research project comes from the observation that an investigation 
on French proficiency testing is necessary since there is a real need for an aural/oral 
evaluation tool to assess global proficiency in Second Language Acquisition research for 
French. Moreover, the current University French placement test does not align completely 
with its teaching methodology used since no aural/oral component is provided. Hence, 
motivation for this study comes from its dual mandate (research and classroom placement). In 
Second Language Acquisition (SLA) research and language teaching for French, there is a 
need for a placement test component that can be administered in the aural/oral channel.  
The outcome from the 200 EIT test takers will be presented in relation to the findings 
of other assessments used to evaluate French global proficiency. From these data, the 
researcher will develop an interpretive argument for the EIT test-score interpretation and use. 
This work is essential to complete the validity report on the French EIT, and to do so the 
researcher will follow the validity framework developed by Chapelle et al. (2008).  
To the best of my knowledge, no study to date has investigated the development of an 
EIT for French within this dual faceted (research and institutional) setting, or used two fields 
of applied linguistics to justify the use of such a language test component. Furthermore, this 
research provides unique insights, as the EIT scores are observed across an entire 
undergraduate foreign language learner sequence. 
Hence, it is hoped that the research presented in this dissertation will contribute to a 
better understanding of how an aural/oral test component, used for L2 proficiency purposes in 
combination with other measures, is built following the principles of language testing. This 
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study will also help various stakeholders (i.e., SLA scholars, instructors, language program 
directors) to have a better understanding of test validity by breaking down the validation 
process of a low stake test while addressing the challenges linked to the particular (dual) 
mandate of this aural/oral assessment. The validation of the EIT is the focus of this research, 
and this test validation will hopefully encourage appropriate test creation and validation for 
future test developers and test users. It is also hoped that this research will encourage more 
interdisciplinary work.  
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 
 
1 Introduction 
 
Under the guidance of Fred Davidson, Ph.D. (University of Illinois) and Annie 
Tremblay, Ph.D. (University of Kansas), the researcher is investigating the validity of the 
Elicited Imitation Task (EIT1) as a tool in language testing to enhance current French 
placement tests (cloze format and multiple choice) employed at the University of Illinois. As 
it is challenging to measure aural/oral proficiency2, due to validity, reliability, and practicality 
considerations, the present research examines one way to do so in using the EIT. This 
investigation has implications for improving Second Language Acquisition (SLA) research, 
refining university classroom placement, and contributing to the growth of interdisciplinary 
exchange between the fields of Language Testing (LT) and SLA.  
The procedures to be implemented will combine practices used in two fields of 
applied linguistics: LT and SLA research. Hence, from a language testing perspective based 
in the post-Messick validity paradigm, the overarching goal of this Ph.D. research is to create 
a valid, reliable, and practical assessment tool to measure global French proficiency in the 
aural/oral modality for both SLA research and classroom placement purposes. Additionally, 
the Cognitive Diagnostic Assessment (CDA) – a psychometric model used by Dr. Yeonsook 
Yi in her dissertation “Implementing a Cognitive Diagnostic Assessment in an Institutional 
Test: A new Networking Model in Language Testing and Experiment with a New 
Psychometric Model and Task Type” – was employed as a component in this research and 
influenced the design of the EIT. As a consequence, this research will have not only 
                                       
1 Despite the fact that several scholars use the acronym “EI” to talk about the elicited imitation task, the 
researcher uses the acronym “EIT” to refer to it in this entire document. 
2 See glossary in Appendix M 
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theoretical goals illustrated by the creation and use of a validity report on the EIT, but also 
practical applications as the EIT can be used with second language research and to a certain 
degree French learners for classroom placement. 
This first chapter starts with a general background to explain where this doctoral 
research investigation comes from and what its exact purposes are. It then briefly refers to 
previous research on the EIT to provide an overview of this specific method. Next, it 
introduces the diverse assessments that the Department of French at the University of Illinois 
at Urbana-Champaign currently uses, mentioning the advantages and drawbacks of each of 
them. This part is concluded with an outline of the present research and the research 
questions that will be investigated in this doctoral dissertation.  
 
1.1 Language Assessment for Specific Language Use Domain 
 
 The process of learning a second/foreign language could be seen in a very pragmatic 
way, with individuals enrolled in a language education setting who go from point A to point 
B. As language educators, our responsibilities are to prepare instructional materials for 
second language learners. We construct lesson plans, contrive various classroom activities, 
and design diverse testing materials that fulfill the curriculum’s goals set by the language 
program. However, when looking at the bigger picture, we also need to consider what 
happens before and after the language learning experience. This is where the language testing 
discipline comes into play. How do we know in which level to place students? If they have 
never learned a particular second/foreign language, it is fairly easy since they will 
automatically be placed in a beginner course level. However, things get more complicated 
when students have received previous language instruction. How many semester(s) or year(s) 
of instruction did they receive, in which setting(s) did they learn the language (e.g., second 
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vs. foreign language setting, immersion vs. non-immersion setting), and how recently were 
they enrolled? These are issues that matter and with which language program directors are 
confronted.  
Language placement tests are the types of assessment that can help solve this issue, 
and they usually are mandatory for students who wish to continue their second/foreign 
language education in a different institution. These tests are used to identify students’ 
performance in order to place them in an appropriate level of instruction. For instance, 
university foreign language departments use them to evaluate the level of their incoming 
students. This type of assessment constitutes an indispensable step for language programs, 
especially given the diverse language backgrounds of high-school students entering college.  
According to Bachman (1990), it is important to understand the distinction between 
different types of tests, not only because it is necessary to know how to differentiate them in 
terms of purpose, which is one of the main concerns for every test designer, but also because 
understanding the internal properties of the test helps to develop a validity argument3 for it. 
Hence, Bachman defines language tests according to five essential traits: purpose, content, 
frame of reference, scoring, and technique. The purpose refers to the use that stakeholders4 
have in mind for this test. In other words, what is the intended use of this test? For instance, is 
this test created to help make decisions for a language program, such as placing students in 
homogenous classes in terms of language abilities (placement), or to provide information 
about test takers’ performance for SLA research? The content feature of a test indicates 
which parts influenced the test creation (e.g., a theory of language proficiency or learning 
objectives derived from a syllabus). The frame of reference points out how the test scores will 
be interpreted (criterion-referenced tests5 vs. norm-referenced tests6). The scoring system of a 
                                       
3 See glossary in Appendix M  
4 See glossary in Appendix M 
5 See glossary in Appendix M 
6 See glossary in Appendix M 
 4 
 
test can either be objective (e.g., multiple choice questions, cloze tests), or subjective (e.g., 
essays, oral interviews). Finally, what Bachman calls technique is the method, or a 
combination of methods, employed to assess test takers in a test (e.g., oral interview, essay 
writing, cloze test, multiple choice format, etc.). Bachman emphasizes that it is useful to 
conceptualize and classify language tests according to these five features because the 
restricted use of labels (i.e., achievement test, proficiency test) can create confusion, as 
sometimes there are some overlaps in some areas. For instance, achievement and attainment 
are both related to the content feature of a test, but can also be used in types of decisions 
made. For more discussion, see Bachman, 1990, pp. 77-78. Hence, from Bachman’s 
classification of tests, it is now clearer that a proficiency test7, in the light of the present 
research, refers to one feature of the test (content) that has driven its creation. This 
proficiency test can be used as a placement test if the decision to be made is to identify the 
appropriate class level for students, or as an achievement test8 if the goal is to measure 
students’ progress inside a language class with specific objectives. 
In the context of course development, Graves (2001) includes language placement 
testing in the needs assessment procedure that each language program should have. She 
defines needs assessment as follows:  
[N]eeds assessment involves finding out what the learners know and can do and what 
they need to learn or do so that the course can bridge the gap (or some part of it). Thus 
needs assessment involves seeking and interpreting information about one's students' 
needs so that the course will address them effectively. (p. 178) 
As a consequence, language proficiency tests for placement purposes help determine what 
students already know and where their weaknesses are. Being conscious of those advantages 
and weaknesses helps language program directors place students adequately to ensure an 
                                       
7 See glossary in Appendix M  
8 See glossary in Appendix M  
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appropriate classroom placement in which leaners will improve their language skills. 
Furthermore, the placement test is an asset for the language programs, not only because of the 
possible washback9 it can create (i.e., the positive or negative effect(s) or consequence(s) that 
a test can have on learning and teaching), but also because of the role that the placement test 
will have to maintain internal coherence between the different instruction levels that make up 
the entire language curriculum.  
 Language tests have a considerable impact in education. Shohamy (1994) notes they 
play an important role in three major domains10. The first of these domains is the external 
context where standardized tests such as the TOEFL (Test of English as a Foreign Language), 
ACT (American College Testing) for English, or TCF11 (Test de connaissance du Français) 
for French are used to make decision about individuals’ futures (e.g., admission in higher 
education settings such as universities and higher education institutions, or placement into 
language programs). The second domain where language testing is important is classroom 
settings. Here, language exams are part of the curriculum and thus help the learning process. 
Finally, the third context where language tests are present and relevant is second language 
acquisition research. In this domain, language tests are mainly used for answering research 
questions and hypotheses about SLA phenomena. Thanks to Shohamy, we have a concrete 
view of the broad use of language tests, which will later help situate the particularities of the 
present PhD research. 
A language placement test, as briefly explained above, is an important need for any 
language teaching program; however, this need exists in second language research as well. 
Indeed, for applied linguists who investigate how second language learners develop 
knowledge and skills in particular linguistic domains, it is important to have valid and 
                                       
9 See glossary in Appendix M 
10 See glossary in Appendix M  
11 French language test administered by the Centre International d’Etudes Pédagogiques (CIEP) for the Ministry    
of Education in France. 
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reliable language proficiency benchmarks12 –– a stable frame of reference for interpreting 
second language learners’ development. Such benchmarks can not only link research and 
teaching, but also allow scholars to compare and replicate their studies and advance further in 
their research. 
The present research has two types of goals: theoretical and practical. The theoretical 
goal is to determine whether the EIT can provide evidence of validity, reliability, and 
practicality for being a measure of proficiency (i.e., whether the EIT meets language testing 
standards) within two different but related settings. The first setting is related to the SLA 
research field where the EIT would be used for examining second/foreign language (L2) 
development as a function of proficiency and for ensuring that test takers are evaluated 
according to their respective levels. The second setting concerns classroom placement. The 
practical goals of this research are (i) to create a validity report that justifies the interpretation 
and use of the EIT scores (ii) to create a test (EIT) for assessing oral/aural proficiency in SLA 
research that would complement the already established cloze test (Tremblay, 2011), and (iii) 
to supplement and enhance an existing university French placement (written) test. Thus, the 
present document narrates the validation13 process for the creation of a French placement test. 
This research belongs to the domain of language testing, in which it plays the role of an 
important coordinating agent between two fields: second language research and teaching in 
French. Its overarching goal is the design and validation of a reliable and practicable 
proficiency test for French language through the EIT. Hence, following Douglas’s (1998) 
work in which he mentioned the important elements that compose a test, the EIT can be 
phrased as follows. The particular method of the EIT is used for a specific population 
(university students who are learners of French) and for a dual purpose (SLA research and 
classroom settings). The EIT contains clear instructions for the test takers (in the native 
                                       
12 See glossary in Appendix M 
13 See glossary in Appendix M 
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language of the majority of the test takers—English), has a straightforward procedure (listen, 
wait, and repeat), and the content of the test is based on French language that represents the 
domain tested (i.e., type of French involved in the test, which is related to French syllabi) for 
that population.  
 
1.2 EIT as a General Method for Assessing Oral/Aural Proficiency 
 
Each new language assessment technique presents challenges not only in its 
development and administration, but also in its evaluation procedures.  Aural/Oral 
proficiency assessments such as aural/oral interviews can be perceived as more challenging 
than other tests. More precisely, professional training for the data collection and for the rating 
can take time and be costly. As a result, aural/oral proficiency tests are more demanding than 
written assessments, such as those containing multiple-choice questions, which have a written 
key and thus greatly facilitate the rating process for the raters. However, the assessment of 
aural/oral proficiency (i.e., aural comprehension and oral production) is as important as that 
of written proficiency (i.e., reading comprehension and writing). Furthermore, as oral and 
written proficiency do not necessarily improve similarly, any language test that attempts to 
measure test takers’ global proficiency should take into account both modalities.   
Scholars working in the field of SLA need to have language proficiency measures 
available. Those measures need to be efficient in terms of validity, reliability, and practicality 
to be used in conjunction with experimental studies when students participate in linguistics 
research.  Having such proficiency measures for linguists is essential for several reasons. 
First, having scores that are representative of L2 proficiency will help to justify the SLA 
findings in relation to the theoretical models under investigation. Second, accuracy in 
proficiency measures allows the investigation of the effect of learning variables on L2 
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performance. Finally, valid proficiency measures allow for study replication and for 
comparison among studies.  
For a while, language researchers have been looking for alternative ways to assess 
aural/oral proficiency other than with the aural/oral proficiency interview (OPI) format 
(e.g., face-to-face examination). The Oral Proficiency Interview, also named ACTLF14 OPI, 
is a standardized oral testing procedure that resembles a conversation, but is more like an 
institutional discussion. In this highly codified conversation, the goal is to elicit particular 
speech samples from the test takers. These samples are evaluated by certified ACTFL raters 
who assess the quality of the test takers’ oral production according to a holistic rating that 
follows the ACTFL proficiency guidelines. The organization of this strictly organized 
conversation has five mandatory parts: warm up, levels checks, probes, role play, and wind 
down. In the first part – the warm up – the test taker and the rater establish the first contact. 
The goal is to help the test taker to relax and be comfortable. In the second part – levels 
checks – the certified rater determines the appropriate level of conversation in which the test 
taker can express him/herself. The third part – probes – constitutes the real testing phase as 
the rater assesses test takers’ proficiency level in such manner that it corresponds to one level 
above the level that has been determined in the earlier phase (levels checks). Thus, it is 
during this third phase that raters can test the limits of the test takers’ speaking abilities. 
Before the final part, a role play is organized. During this part the test taker and the rater are 
acting out different roles (e.g., customer vs. seller). Finally, to finish the oral exam on a 
positive note, the last mandatory part – wind down – takes place, and it consists of easy 
questions to facilitate the conclusion of the exam. This test is well aligned with the 
communicative teaching approach that is widely used in American universities to teach 
languages, but it is costly and necessitates an important investment in rater training (for 
                                       
14 American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages 
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discussion, see Omaggio-Hadley, 2000; Johnson, 2001; Chalhoub-Deville & Fulcher, 2003; 
Liskin-Gasparro, 2003; Malone, 2003, Malone & Montee, 2010). 
Despite the wide use of the OPI format to measure aural/oral proficiency, this method 
requires substantial training on the part of the interviewers and the raters, and thus it may not 
be feasible in all settings.  In SLA, Doughty and Long (2000) mention the wide range of 
speech elicitation procedures used by researchers since diverse options can be drawn from 
elicitation methods (e.g., reading a text aloud, elicited imitation for words and phrases, 
utterance/discourse completion, story retelling, role play, etc.). Scholars use elicitation 
methods to describe L2 speech production and redefine the existing procedures (i.e., the 
elicitation methods) as a function of different factors such as attention span, short-term 
memory, cognitive maturity, or metalinguistic awareness, which can alter the results 
(Doughty and Long, 2000, pp. 149-150). But some other formats, such as the EIT method, 
were also utilized to test L2 learners’ sensitivity to grammaticality (Mackey & Gass, 2005) 
and to investigate their implicit and explicit grammatical knowledge (e.g., Ortega, Iwashita, 
Norris, & Rabie, 2002; Erlam, 2006; Tomita, Suzuki, & Jessop, 2009). With this perspective 
of viewing the EIT as a measure of an L2 learner’s underlying competence,15 scholars have 
even used the EIT as a measure of global proficiency (e.g., Bley-Vroman and Chaudron, 
1994; Chaudron et al., 2005; Ellis, 2005; Ortega, Iwashita, Norris, & Rabie, 2002; 
Erlam, 2006, 2009). 
Another potential alternative to assess aural/oral proficiency in French, within the dual 
mandate of the present research, could be done with the use of the Versant test. This test, 
taken over the phone, assesses test takers on different short tasks that are described as the 
following: reading, repetition, short questions, sentence construction, story retelling and open 
questions. In total, test takers are assessed on 62 questions. The test usually lasts for 15 
                                       
15 See glossary in Appendix M  
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minutes, and the test takers are assessed via automated speech recognition system. The 
advantage of this new technology is that the test results are delivered quasi instantly. 
However, this test has a financial cost, stakeholders are still reluctant due to the automated 
rating system use (face validity), and there is no possible way to see how the tasks’ content 
are generated and thus linked to classroom syllabi. 
Amongst the different options that have been mentioned, the EIT was chosen to assess 
second language proficiency in the oral modality. This test was chosen for the following 
reasons. First, it was mandatory that the test content be controlled so as to make links with 
the French curriculum and the various phonological aspects that characterize the French 
language. More precisely, it was an absolute requirement to have test items that would elicit 
particular attributes – for example, phonological changes due to gender and number, liaison, 
enchainment, and nasal vowels – to test French students on their mastery of these important 
linguistic properties (see the EIT test specification (spec) for more details). The nature of the 
EIT, specifically the fact that it is composed of decontextualized sentences, makes it possible 
to focus on such attributes. As a result, the EIT does not allow for a direct alignment with 
communicative language teaching (CLT) principles. However, according to Breen and 
Candlin (1980), CLT highlights several dimensions –– the discourse dimension, the 
interpersonal dimension, and the communicative dimension –– and the EIT is able to tap into 
the discourse dimension by assessing students’ knowledge on the language convention they 
need to master in order to appropriately complete the EIT. The second reason for selecting 
the EIT was the test format or, to use Bachman’s terminology of test classification, the 
technique feature. The EIT had to match the dual mandate of this research. Hence, the test 
should not take too long to administer in order to be easily included in the time frame of an 
experimental paradigm for SLA scholars and to be used as an additional component to the 
current University French placement test. The last reason concerns the cost of this test. In 
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contrast to the previously mentioned tests, there would be none associated with the EIT for 
either the test takers or the stakeholders once the test is operational. Table 1.1 displays a 
summary of the three possible options that were analyzed and illustrates why the EIT has 
been chosen over the OPI and the Versant test.  
 
Table 1.1 Summary of the Three Possible Test Options to Answer to the Dual Mandate of 
this Research 
 
 OPI Versant EIT 
Administration 
Time 
20-30 mins 
∼ 15 mins 
Written instruction 
provided via email 
< 15 mins 
Including 
instructions and 
practice session 
Format 
Similarto a 
conversation 
Reading, repeat, short 
questions, sentence 
builds, story retelling, 
open questions 
(62 questions) 
 
Sentences repetition 
(k=50) 
Logistics 
Phone/ 
Trained interviewer 
Phone/Computer 
Computer + head 
mouthed 
microphone 
Rating 
Trained raters 
Commercial OPI (1) 
Official/Certified OPI 
(2 blinded raters) 
Automatic 
speech recognition 
system 
3 trained raters 
Scoring 
Holistically 
rated against the 
ACTFL proficiency 
guidelines 
(1-10 working days) 
Speech recognition 
(Within minutes) 
Analytic scoring16 
(≈ 20-25 mins) 
Cost <$136.68- $109.12> 
 
$ 39.95 (Full test) 
 
N/A 
 
In language assessment, a mandate is described as “a combination of forces which 
help to decide what will be tested”, who the test takers will be, why this test is created, when 
it will take place, and how “the actual content of the test” will be shaped (Davidson and 
Lynch, 2002, p. 77). A more precise description of this mandate and a review of previous EIT 
studies will be provided in chapter 2.  
                                       
16 See glossary in Appendix M  
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1.3 Assessment of Proficiency in SLA Research on French  
 
 To assess proficiency in French at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, the 
Department of French currently uses several evaluation tools. Researchers use one tool to 
assess proficiency (i.e., the cloze test), and another tool is used to supplement the information 
available about the test takers’ experience with French (i.e., a language background 
questionnaire). These tools differ in their format, as briefly described below. 
In the context of SLA research, where controlling for the test taker’s proficiency in 
the target language is an important need, researchers in the Department of French have used a 
cloze test (Tremblay) and a language background questionnaire and a cloze test. Tremblay 
(2011) asserts that SLA intersects with psycholinguistics and cognitive science, thus from 
this intersection experimental standards are emerging. As a consequence, this emergence of 
standards underlines the need for L2 acquisition research methods to be more rigorous and 
thus to use valid, reliable, and practical proficiency measures. In her article, she explains her 
need to have a valid and reliable language placement test by pointing out the fact that L2 
learners’ linguistic performance, as measured in experimental research, is influenced by their 
global proficiency in the target language. She also underlines that she is not the only one to 
run into this problem of lack of measurement tools for the French language, and as a 
consequence the creation of such a proficiency test could remedy this serious issue.  
Tremblay (2011) claims that an appropriate French proficiency test would establish 
precision and accuracy in the obtained results to be used for experimental research. In other 
words, the proficiency test is what provides critical info about proficiency, and language 
background information supplements this information. It is important to underline that these 
types of self-rating language measurements (i.e., questionnaires) do not necessarily reflect the 
students’ linguistic competence. Indeed, the information collected in a questionnaire is 
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imperfect in that its accuracy depends on the L2 learners’ self-reports. L2 learners may not 
always provide accurate estimates of their exposure to, use of, and proficiency in the 
language. Students in a foreign language environment often have the tendency to 
overestimate their language level in such questionnaires, and thus it decreases the accuracy of 
the assessment process. Other factors might affect the results, as students may not always 
provide sufficiently precise answers (see Louma & Tarnanen, 2003; Mackey & Gass, 2005; 
Strong-Krause, 2000). Additionally, the creation of a valid and reliable language proficiency 
tool could also create a consensus between different studies on the same language, which 
would facilitate experimental cross-sectional research.  
Since no proficiency test was consistently used in L2 French research, Tremblay 
(2011) decided to create her own, one that could be used in psycholinguistic research and 
shared among French colleagues. Tremblay’s (2011) goal was to design, administer, and 
grade a test that is “sufficiently global (e.g., assessing not only morphosyntactic competence, 
but also lexical and discourse competence) and meets validity and reliability standards for the 
targeted population of L2 learners while discriminating among L2 learners in it” (Tremblay, 
2011, p. 344). From the different test configurations she could have chosen, Tremblay 
decided to create a cloze test, a format that best corresponded to her needs at the time. She 
justifies her choice for the cloze test on the basis of three criteria: validity, reliability, and 
discriminability. These three major concepts in language testing will be discussed in further 
detail in chapter 2 of this document. In addition, Tremblay identifies several advantages to 
using cloze tests for proficiency assessment. One advantage of the cloze test is that it can be 
completed by test takers in a fairly short amount of time (less than 30 minutes). This is a non-
negligible aspect for language researchers when considering the time constraints of their 
experimental paradigm. Moreover, given its flexible format, the cloze test can easily be 
tailored toward a specific range of proficiency levels among L2 learners. Also, once it is 
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created, the test is readily available, unlike standardized or commercial tests (e.g., the ACTFL 
and OPI). Lastly, the use of the cloze test does not require a large investment on rater 
training. Once the bank of exact and acceptable answers is created, the rater only needs to 
consult the list of answers for scoring the test. 
The cloze test was developed in 2008 with the help of a graduate student (Tremblay & 
Garrison, 2010). It is a fill-in-the-blank type of task modeled after Brown’s cloze test (1980). 
The test was created from a 314-word French newspaper’s article from Le Monde (2007) 
about the topic of global warming. The text was thus thought to be accessible in content to a 
university student population and intended to measure both French students’ comprehension 
and production abilities. The reverse engineering that Tremblay (2011) presented for this test 
is as follows: the text comprises forty-five blanks created using the rational deletion method 
(yielding a gap ratio of approximately 1/7words) to ensure a balanced proportion of word 
elicitation between content words (23) and functions words (22). The particularity of this test 
format lies in the constrained written answers that test takers should provide.  According to 
Tremblay (2011), the restricted possible answers were a warrant of the test difficulty and 
helped to discriminate among mid-to-high proficiency L2 learners of French. Scoring the 
cloze test is fast and easy since the examiner only needs to look up words in the established 
bank of correct and acceptable responses (see Appendix A.1 & A.2) to see if the students’ 
responses match the correct answers. However, determining the acceptable answers can be a 
delicate issue and should not be underestimated by the fast and easy scoring.   
Despite its overall good results, this cloze test showed limitations as well. Regardless 
of its efficiency for grouping L2 learners into different proficiency levels, it is not powerful 
enough to discriminate among very low or very high learners (Tremblay, 2011). This 
limitation can be explained by the fact that this cloze test only assesses the written modality, 
and thus entails a restricted source of validity for a proficiency test –– ideally a proficiency 
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test should assess proficiency in both the spoken and written modalities. Written proficiency 
can differ from aural/oral proficiency in some contexts, for example for students who take 
French classes that focus more on reading/writing than on listening/speaking. If a researcher 
is interested in testing L2 learners’ listening/speaking, the cloze test may not provide 
evidence that closely reflects L2 learners’ aural/oral proficiency. In such case, the cloze test 
results would not provide the correct interpretation and use of the test scores for the intended 
purpose of the test. Proficiency in the written modality and proficiency in the spoken 
modality should correlate to a certain degree, but they may not be identical, and the 
investigator may miss some important variability. Hence, the proficiency scores may not be 
useful predictors of L2 learners’ performance on experiments that are conducted in the 
spoken modality. Consequently, with the development of this cloze test, its limitation lies in 
the limited number of sources of evidence for a validity argument. As a result, the objectives 
of validity and reliability have not been reached completely.   
Another measurement tool that is used by researchers in SLA in the Department of 
French to supplement the assessment information obtained from the proficiency test is a 
language background questionnaire (see Appendix B). This instrument is interesting to 
analyze since it can be seen as belonging to the questionnaire format and as a self-assessment 
tool since it presents self-reported data. According to Brown (2001), a questionnaire is a 
subset of survey research that can be described as “any written instruments that presents 
respondents with a series of questions or statements to which they are to react either by 
writing out their answers or selecting among existing answers” (p. 6). Questionnaires are 
useful because they allow researchers to gather information that is (usually) not available 
from the language test itself or from the linguistic experiment(s). In Tremblay’s language 
background questionnaire, information is collected not only about language learners’ 
classroom level and years of French instruction in and/or on the target language, but also 
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about their age of first exposure to the target language, length of residence in an environment 
where the target language is spoken, and percentage of weekly use of the target language. 
These variables can potentially be used alongside the proficiency test in research to predict 
performance on linguistic experiments. Taking into consideration the range of information it 
can collect, the language background questionnaire could then be considered as a positive and 
useful complement for proficiency testing. Moreover, in our case, it is clear that it seeks to 
explain linguistic knowledge and behavior in SLA research.  
Mackey and Gass (2005) refer to survey questionnaires as the most widely used 
method to collect information regarding attitudes and opinions. The authors underline the 
survey questionnaire’s advantages by saying that its main assets lie in being “more 
economical and practical than an individual interview” (p. 94; for more discussion see also 
Brown, 2001, p. 75) and also by being efficient in gathering longitudinal information. Lastly, 
due to its flexible properties, it can be administered in a wide range of studies and in different 
ways to fit the researcher’s needs, and it can be practical for the test takers (e.g., paper-based 
administration, electronic administration via email or web, or phone administration) (Mackey 
& Gass, 2005, pp. 94-96). However, despite its several advantages, the questionnaire also has 
some downsides. The opened-ended items, which give students liberty with their answers, 
can also be perceived as a potential issue. Indeed, test takers can provide incomplete answers 
to some questions or not provide the information that the researcher is looking for. Relatedly, 
questions might not be formulated as explicitly as they should be, thus entailing involuntary 
information loss. As such, Mackey and Gass (2005) conclude that “questionnaires usually do 
not provide a complete picture of the complexities of individual contexts” (p. 96).  
Tremblay’s language background questionnaire elicits self-reported data (self-rated 
proficiency level in French and other languages and weekly percentage of French use), which 
can then be used to help place students into a particular proficiency level (in conjunction with 
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the cloze test). In LT, this corresponds to what is called “performance-oriented self-
assessment” (Saito, 2003, p.1, referring to the work of Bachman, 2000; Haughton & 
Dickinson, 1988; Oscarson, 1989). Performance-oriented self-assessment assesses the test 
taker’s performance at one particular time and attempts to measure the outcomes related to 
the purpose of the test. For Tremblay’s language background questionnaire, its functions 
concern proficiency testing; however, for other usages, survey questionnaires can also be 
used as achievement testing or diagnostic testing.  
Like much of the research done on self-assessment, this type of evaluation displays 
several advantages. Time constraints, cheating, and security issues are not raised since 
students can take the questionnaire at home, complete it when they want, and bring it to the 
researcher to be analyzed (LeBlanc & Painchaud, 1985). Furthermore, cost and 
administration concerns can be reduced (i.e., students complete it at home or before joining 
the program), and at the same time it can provide a viable source of information (Strong-
Krause, 2000). However, despite these apparent advantages, it is important for language 
testers, researchers, and administrators to be aware of the drawbacks of self-assessment. 
Information gathered from self-assessment or, as it is named in the literature, self-reporting 
might be altered by many factors, such as the wording of the questionnaire (see Bachman and 
Palmer’s 1989 study regarding the perspective chosen to perform self-assessment), lack of 
precise guidance (e.g., which proficiency level to choose for a given language when no 
guidance is given), the student’s cultural background, and the student’s level of proficiency in 
the target language (i.e., the more experience language learners have, the more likely they are 
to be conscious of the limits of their skills and knowledge in the language studied) (see 
Heilenman, 1990; Oskarsson, 1984), to name only a few. Saito (2003) also warned his 
audience about the high possibility of self-assessment bias in the case where language 
learners perceive an advantage to self-rate themselves higher than they should be. Thus, for 
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language test developers, all test aspects should be considered with extreme care, especially 
when taking into account the consequences linked to the test and the stake of the exam.  
Hence, language self-assessment has important limitations, and its benefits and 
drawbacks reflect the current disagreement among researchers about this method for its 
effectiveness in language assessment. However, several scholars like Mackey and Gass 
(2005), Saito (2003), and Strong-Krause (2000) agree that self-assessment should still be 
used, but information gathered from it should always be treated with extreme caution. Self-
assessment tools will always be an approximate part in the data collected, as researchers often 
cannot determine whether the information collected from it is accurate. However, language 
self-assessments can provide valuable insights for language learning, assessment, and 
teaching. This type of assessment has a great potential, and even if its validity and reliability 
have not been entirely established yet, it might be considered as a good potential supplement 
to traditional assessment.  
All in all, a language background questionnaire represents a common way of 
assessing students’ global proficiency in SLA research, but it may not provide completely 
accurate estimates of proficiency (Tremblay, 2011). Because of the extensive variability that 
exists among language learner’s performance, a language background questionnaire cannot 
be used on its own, since it does not accurately reflect this existing variability. It is also 
important to underline that this test format illustrates only one type of data. As such, it does 
not provide enough sources of evidence regarding global proficiency from a test validity 
argument perspective. Nevertheless, researchers encourage stakeholders to use it as long as 
they demonstrate great care with the interpretation and use of the data that it gathers.   
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1.4 Classroom Placement and the French Placement Test at the University of Illinois 
 
In order to assess global proficiency in French for classroom placement purposes, the 
Department of French at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign currently employs 
one web-based instrument. A description of this instrument follows.  
 New incoming students at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (mostly 
freshmen) who have studied French prior to their undergraduate admission must take the 
French placement test (FPT). This test is administered online by the Center for Innovation in 
Teaching and Learning (CITL, formerly known as the Center for Teaching Excellence), and 
has the goal of placing students into the correct French instruction level. During this 
placement exam, test takers have to respond to 88 multiple-choice questions based on several 
types of documents written in French that assess French grammar and vocabulary (e.g., house 
stay advertisement, newspaper article, magazine articles, police inquiry, French novel). To 
complete this test, students have a maximum allocated time of 90 minutes. The FPT assesses 
written comprehension and production (selection of the correct answer); however, aural 
comprehension and oral production skills are missing. This is an aspect that calls for change 
since French classrooms are currently taught within the communicative competence paradigm 
(see Canale & Swain, 1980), and thus students develop the four skills during their language 
learning. In addition to this issue, it is hoped that in the future the online FPT will be more 
secure and not permit test takers to open other tabs or browsers while taking the test (which 
they can currently do). This lack of test security allows students to cheat, for instance by 
consulting an online dictionary or by asking a friend’s help via the internet. 
Typically, more than 450 students take the FPT each year, and the highest course that 
incoming students of French can place into is FR 205 (Oral French I) or FR 207 (Grammar 
and Composition). In such cases, students need to consult with the advisor for the 200-level 
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courses, Dr. Alain Fresco, who is currently the director of the undergraduate studies in 
French. The complete cutoff scores can be consulted online.17 The placement test is 
administered from May to September (for Summer and Fall admissions) and from November 
to January (for Spring admission). Students are asked to complete the FPT at least two weeks 
prior to their registration date. As the CITL testing manager explained, “[t]his is to ensure 
that there is sufficient time for the test scores to be processed and for any problems to be 
resolved before the student meets with his or her academic advisor to select courses for their 
[sic] first semester” (Steele, personal communication, August 3rd, 2012). Table 1.2 gives 
more statistics concerning the number of test takers each year for this French placement test.  
However, it is important to bear in mind that these numbers cannot be taken as the numbers 
of students who actually enroll in French classes each semester. Furthermore, despite the 
French instructors’ explanations regarding the mandatory nature of this placement test and 
the French website guidelines, there is no electronic system which allows for a rigorous 
check. 
 
Table 1.2 French Placement Test Data at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
(obtained from the CITL) 
 
Years with semesters Total number of Students 
2012 (Summer and Fall) 462 
2011-2012 (Summer, Fall, and Spring) 465 
2008 (Summer and Fall) 564 
2007 (Summer and Fall) 585 
2006 (Summer and Fall) 568 
2005 (Summer and Fall) 628 
 
As Table 1.2 indicates, the numbers display the total number of students who take the FPT 
per year. Steele explained that these data are computed by year (Summer, Fall, and Spring) 
and represent the CITL record available for the FPT. 
                                       
17 http://cte.illinois.edu/testing/pnp/cutoffs/cutoff09/french09.html 
 21 
 
The FPT was funded and designed around 1991-1992 thanks to a two-year project 
created by the Office of the Vice-Chancellor for Academic Affairs at the University of 
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. This project was called the Assessment of Foreign Language 
Skills and had the goal of developing an in-house French placement examination for students 
enrolling at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (UIUC): “Language instruction 
faculty in the UIUC French Department contributed content, course information, and testing 
expertise, while staff in the Office of Instructional Resources (now known as the Center for 
Innovation in Teaching and Learning) provided technical support during the test development 
process.” (Steele, personal communication, August 3rd, 2012) After UIUC created the FPT, it 
was sold to the American College Testing Program (ACT). The copyright on the UIUC-ACT 
French Placement Test is from 1993.  
In Summer and Fall 2005, the new incoming students were the first to be administered 
the online (i.e., on the internet) version of the French Placement Test, and this is the only 
format used today. It is important to mention that there is no difference from the paper-based 
FPT in content, scoring, or placement with this online FPT. The only difference is the test 
delivery. As with the previous layout (paper-and-pencil format), students know how many 
questions they will have to answer as well as the time allotted for such work before starting 
the exam. After reading the directions, they have the possibility of either starting the test or 
logging out and taking it later. When students click on the “start button,” they must complete 
the exam in its totality (Steele, personal communication, August 3rd, 2012). 
 
1.5 Statement of the Problem, Proposed Study, and Research Questions 
 
The cloze test, language background questionnaire, and FPT (described in Sections 
1.3 and 1.4) attempt to represent global proficiency among college students for either SLA 
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research or classroom purposes. However, none of them assess aural/oral proficiency. It is 
important to emphasize that aural/oral proficiency measures are important for researchers 
working on aural/oral skills in L2 French and for classroom purposes given the current use of 
the communicative language teaching paradigm. 
Both the French cloze test used in SLA research and the FPT administered by CITL 
have reached a stage where they need to be improved. On the one hand, although the cloze 
test created by Tremblay and Garrison (2010) and Tremblay (2011) helps SLA researchers, it 
does not involve listening or speaking, and thus cannot independently assess aural/oral 
proficiency. Moreover, Tremblay’s cloze test was designed for L2 learners of French who 
would have a French level that would be sufficiently high to complete psycholinguistic 
experiments. As a consequence, real beginner French learners were not targeted as potential 
test takers since they would not be able to complete such experiments.  
On the other hand, it is urgent to enhance the FPT since it does not evaluate listening 
and speaking skills, especially in light of the current trend of communicative language 
teaching. This reveals a non-alignment with the language curriculum. It is also worthwhile to 
revise and update the documents used in the FPT, which have been in use for a long time. For 
example, France has used the Euro currency for eleven years now, and this should be 
reflected in the test documents; likewise, the document’s age (28 years old for some of the 
test materials) certainly has an impact on the test validity.  
Lastly, the language background questionnaire developed and used by Tremblay 
reflects a very nice attempt to gather information that cannot be collected via a language test 
or experiment itself; however, its results must always be treated with great caution for the 
self-report validity issue mentioned previously. 
From a language testing perspective and from a linguistic viewpoint, we know that 
language learning is an ongoing process. Hence, a new language test for assessing aural/oral 
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proficiency in French should be created to compensate for the limitations from the previous 
tests. Such a test should also be in alignment with the university requirements (cf. syllabus, 
textbook, teaching materials used, official benchmarks, and language curriculum) in order to 
allow uniformity between proficiency assessment for SLA research and classroom placement 
settings. As a result, in light of the current issues that French applied linguists and language 
program administrators face, it is time to adopt—in conjunction with the FPT, the cloze test, 
and the language background questionnaire—an additional measure, one that would assess 
aural/oral proficiency.  
To the best of my knowledge, no study to date has investigated the EIT for French 
within this dual faceted (research and institutional) setting or used two fields of applied 
linguistics (LT and SLA) to justify the use of such a language test component. Hence, it was 
unclear at the beginning stage of this research whether the EIT could provide evidence of 
validity, reliability, and practicality for assessing L2 proficiency for both L2 research and 
classroom placement. As a consequence, the primary (theoretical) goal of this dissertation is 
to present for the French EIT evidence of validity, reliability, and practicality as a proficiency 
assessment method in alignment with language testing standards (Messick, 1989; Kane, 
2006; Chapelle, Enright, & Jamieson, 2008) and to supplement the placement tests currently 
used by the Department of French at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign for SLA 
research and classroom placement. To reach this goal, I have created a French EIT that can 
serve two populations: L2 learners of French for research purposes and classroom learners for 
placement purposes.  
The present research will use modern validity theory to validate the development and 
use of such a test. The main framework18 that will be used to provide evidence of validity, 
reliability, and practicality for the French EIT is the one developed by Chapelle, Enright, and 
                                       
18 See glossary in Appendix M 
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Jamieson (2008). This model is based on the development of an interpretive argument and is 
structured around four main steps: claim, ground, warrant, and rebuttal. The other model that 
has been used to build the EIT is the one from Davidson and Lynch (2002), which delineates 
how to create a test following the basic principles of a test specification. A test specification, 
also called “test spec” or “spec,” is a generative blueprint that guides item writers and is 
essentially composed of guiding language and samples of the items. Both of these models 
will be explained in Chapter 3.  
To reach this theoretical goal (i.e., to provide evidence of validity, reliability, and 
practicality for the developed EIT), this doctoral research accomplishes practical aims 
displayed as follows. The first aim is to create a test (EIT) that focuses on French and can be 
used for oral/aural proficiency assessment in SLA research in conjunction with a cloze test 
(Tremblay, 2011) and language background questionnaire. The second aim is to supplement 
the UIUC French Placement Test (multiple-choice formats) with this EIT test. The last aim is 
to create and use a validity report to justify the EIT test scores’ interpretations and uses. The 
validity report is intended to help French instructors and researchers who are working on 
French SLA to understand the necessary steps in the creation of an EIT. It is also hoped that 
thanks to this validity report, some standards in French assessment will be developed. This 
report will present the essential procedures for building an interpretive argument in order to 
justify the test scores’ interpretations and uses.  
As briefly mentioned above, this doctoral research was conducted in collaboration 
with Yeonsook Yi, another Ph.D. student researcher specializing in language testing 
measurement and psychometrics, who used Cognitive Diagnosis Assessment (CDA—a 
statistical model) in her dissertation. The goal of using this psychometric tool is to provide 
fine-grained and detailed score reports about test takers’ strengths and weaknesses. To create 
the French EIT, several methodologies have been used that constitute the prerequisites for the 
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test itself and the rating procedures to be created and established. These steps have been 
reported in a test specification – an evolving written document where the language skills to 
be tested are defined, the specifications about task and material selection are described 
precisely, and from which the test items are produced. This document reflects all of the 
decisions and actions that have been taken for developing the EIT. The test spec, which will 
be defined in Chapter 3, will also be presented as evidence (as part of the validation process) 
to construct an interpretive argument that will be illustrated in the validity report created for 
the validity of the French EIT. The results from the EIT will be compared to those from the 
aforementioned proficiency measures in French: the cloze test and language background 
questionnaire developed for assessing the proficiency of French learners in SLA research and 
the university French placement test.  
The combination of these two doctoral dissertations (i.e., associating the use of CDA 
with the EIT) can potentially increase the validity of the EIT. Indeed, by linking the French 
attributes (extracted for the use of CDA) of the test items to the performance of the test takers 
and the expectations of testing experts, the goal is to provide for each test taker a profile 
illustrating the strengths and weaknesses of the language learner.  
 The theoretical goal of this dissertation is to present for the French EIT evidence of 
validity, reliability, and practicality as a proficiency assessment method to complement the 
placement tests currently used by the Department of French at the University of Illinois at 
Urbana-Champaign for SLA research and classroom placement. To achieve this goal, this 
research introduces three practical applications: (i) to create a test (EIT) that meets language 
testing standards that can be used for oral/aural proficiency assessment in SLA research, (ii) 
to supplement the FPT (French Placement Test) used for student classroom placement, and 
(iii) to create and use a validity report that will justify the EIT test scores’ interpretations and 
uses. Hence, this dissertation embarks from the following assumptions:  
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(1) Language tests vary in their content (i.e., what gets assessed in terms of language 
knowledge construct), format (i.e., how test takers are assessed in relation to the 
construct chosen), administration (i.e., which instruments are used and how much 
time the test takers have to complete the test), and test takers and target population 
(i.e., to whom they are assigned). However, they all share a common property or 
fundamental consideration: each language test is built from a particular goal (i.e., an 
explicit statement of the test purpose with a clear intent of the use of the test score; in 
this research: placement) in order to meet specific needs. This is the basis of every 
language test creation and will be illustrated in this language test development 
research.  
(2) The EIT method has a long history in SLA research and has been developed and used 
mainly to define L2 learners’ proficiency. The EIT has been designed for a wide 
diversity of languages and overall yielded positive correlations with other proficiency 
measures (to be discussed in chapter 2). Thus, it is expected that the EIT developed 
for the French language will show encouraging outcomes as well. 
From these assumptions the present research attempts to answer the following question, 
which includes four sub-research questions: 
Research Question: (To what extent) can the EIT provide validity evidence that establishes 
the adequacy and appropriateness of the construct being tested: French proficiency on the 
oral/aural modality within this dual test mandate (SLA research and classroom placement 
settings)?  
Sub Research Question #1: To what degree does the EIT present evidence of validity for 
assessing the oral proficiency of French learners? More precisely, how do the EIT test 
scores compare to other measures of proficiency (i.e., cloze test and University French 
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placement test) for predicting classroom level and how does it relate to self-reported 
language experience information (i.e., language background questionnaire)?  
Sub Research Question #2: Do the EIT test scores provide evidence of reliability? Is 
there significant variability among raters for the same test takers? Are the raters 
consistent across test items?  
Sub Research Question #3:  To what extent do the EIT test scores discriminate amongst 
test takers? Do the EIT results yield test-score interpretation and use for both of the 
contexts that the EIT has been created? 
Sub Research Question #4: Is the EIT a practical assessment method to use for SLA 
research and classroom placement? 
The above questions address various facets19 of the French EIT that was developed. 
Each of them seeks to establish the degree to which validity evidence captures the construct 
of interest (global proficiency in French) in order to build an interpretive argument for this 
language test development. If this study provides strong evidence for employing EIT in both 
research settings and classroom placement, it will make a valuable contribution by extending 
the scholarly bridge that Bachman and Cohen started in 1998 between the LT and SLA fields 
of research, and will hopefully encourage more interdisciplinary work in the future.   
                                       
19 See glossary in Appendix M  
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CHAPTER 2 PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON THE EIT IN L1 AND  
SLA RESEARCH SETTINGS  
 
2 Elicited Imitation Task in SLA Research 
 
The aim of this chapter is to summarize the relevant literature for the current research, 
which encompasses, for the EIT, two fields of applied linguistics: the disciplines of first (L1) 
language acquisition and SLA research. This chapter presents the chosen method: the Elicited 
Imitation Task (EIT) and reviews the uses of the elicited imitation in various settings and 
explains the reasons why the EIT has gone through a major shift in its use.   
 
2.1  Definition and General Considerations 
 
The assessment of proficiency, which could be referred to as the process of obtaining 
an accurate measure of the linguistic knowledge that an L2 learner has, is a challenging task 
to tackle. Indeed, it involves a plethora of factors that a researcher needs to consider. The 
proficiency assessment starts with a paradigm or particular approach (e.g., instructional, 
achievement, normative, research focused, or a combination of them) with linguistic criteria 
to consider (e.g., syntax, vocabulary, fluency, pronunciation, etc.), which depend on the 
construct being tested. The investigator also needs to take into consideration different 
variables, such as the amount of language exposure and the percentage of language use for L2 
learner’s assessment, and also academic policies, time constraints, and financial expenses 
pertaining to the institution, research paradigm, and research funding respectively. All these 
factors could potentially affect the research and need to be carefully taken into consideration. 
 This language test development focuses on the EIT as psycholinguistic technique. 
This method is not new. It has existed since the 1960’s, and it reflects a particular kind of 
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data gathered: elicited data, as opposed to naturally occurring data. The type of elicited data 
used in the present research belongs to the experimentally elicited data category (Corder, 
1977). In particular, this EIT has L2 learners produce particular French sentences that are 
elicited from aural stimuli presented as model sentences. The sentences produced by the 
learners can then be rated by trained French speakers to assess students’ knowledge of 
specific French language structures and vocabulary. Research that uses spontaneous speech 
production data aims to gather any sort of data produced by the test taker (i.e., there is no 
model sentence specifically created before the data collection).  
To be more specific, the EIT employs two formats depending on the data collection 
goals. The first one, usually named naturalistic design, corresponds to the situation in which 
test takers (mostly children) immediately repeat a preceding utterance spoken by another 
speaker in a natural setting without receiving specific instructions. The second format, which 
is more relevant to this research, occurs in an experimental situation and uses a standard set 
of sentences. In this more structured application of the EIT technique, which calls for validity 
and reliability evidence, test takers are requested to repeat model sentences constructed to test 
specific structures, such as grammar, vocabulary, and/or syntax, depending on the research 
focus. 
It is important to underline that even if the EIT design elicits oral production data, it 
differs from an aural/oral interview format, such as the Oral Proficiency Interview from the 
American Council of the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) or the aural/oral 
interview from the International English Language Testing System (IELTS). The difference 
lies in the fact that the data elicited by the EIT are sentence-based and thus restricted to a 
specific format. In contrast, the aural/oral interview format is more flexible for data 
elicitation. 
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Regarding the theoretical foundation for the EIT technique, the scholars Larsen-
Freeman and Long (1991) describe how this psycholinguistic tool can be used as a 
proficiency test:   
The usual elicited imitation procedure is to have the researcher read to the participant 
a particular set of sentences containing examples of the structure under study (or 
better, play a tape reading since it standardizes such aspects as rate of delivery). The 
participant is asked to imitate each sentence after it is read. The procedure is based on 
the assumption that if the sentence is long enough…a participant’s short-term 
memory will be taxed and consequently the participant will be unable to repeat the 
sentence by rote. What the participant will have to do, instead, is to understand the 
sentence and to reconstruct it using his or her own grammar. (p. 28) 
This quote underlines the important notion of the link between reconstructing and evaluating 
language proficiency through the EIT in use at that time.  The reconstructive notion comes 
from previous claims (e.g., Gallimore and Tharp, 1981; Hamayan et al., 1977; Munnich et al., 
1994) mentioning that the EIT is designed to test learners’ knowledge of precise grammatical 
features, and thus provide accurate representation of test takers’ interlanguage system. In 
other words, for the test taker to be able to repeat the EIT sentence accurately, the target 
language structures must be part of the test taker’s interlanguage system. These claims 
suggest that the EIT is reconstructive in nature.  
From this very brief presentation, it appears that the EIT could be presented as a 
practical option to supplement proficiency tests that do not have a language production (or 
perception) component to estimate the test takers’ global proficiency. Nevertheless, a 
thorough review of previous EIT work from previous decades is necessary in order to better 
understand this method. 
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2.2 Early Uses of EIT (1960-1980) 
 
As mentioned above, the EIT is a psycholinguistic technique for language testing that 
prompts L2 learners’ oral performance in a way that is more condensed  (one sentence at a 
time) and focused (specific language structures and sentence characteristics) than aural/oral 
proficiency interviews. From this perspective, the EIT has many advantages; nevertheless, it 
has limitations as a language proficiency test.  Its history provides an interesting case, not 
only for the diversity of the languages under investigation, but also and especially for the 
many research shifts evident during its evolution. According to Vinther (2002), the EIT has 
been used as a language testing technique in three major areas of study: child language 
research, neuropsychological research, and second language research. The following 
discussion illustrates the main trends of the EIT for each of these areas.  
The first use of the EIT was to investigate first language (L1) acquisition, focusing 
specifically on children’s linguistic competence. In their study, Fraser, Bellugi, and Brown 
(1963) investigated children’s acquisition of grammatical structures. More precisely, they 
asked whether comprehension developed before imitation, which in turn developed before 
production. To do so, they studied 12 children whose ages ranged from 37 to 43 months 
through three sets of tasks based on sentences constructed from ten different grammatical 
contrasts. In the comprehension task, children were showed two pictures that illustrated two 
paired sentences with the relevant linguistic contrast (such as “The sheep is/are jumping”); 
the researcher then said one of the two sentences without revealing which picture it 
corresponded do. When prompted by the investigator, the child’s task was to point to the 
picture described by the researcher. For the imitation task, the researcher said the two 
sentences that exemplified the same linguistic contrast as in the comprehension task 
(e.g., “The sheep is/are walking”) but without any picture, and asked the child to repeat them. 
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Finally, in the production task, the investigator used two new pictures and described each 
picture using a grammatically equivalent sentence (e.g., “The sheep is/are eating”); yet, the 
investigator did not indicate which picture corresponded with which description. The 
researcher then pointed to one picture at a time and asked the child to describe it.   
The results from the scoring, based primarily on the repetition of grammatical 
structures, showed that for all twelve children, the performance on the comprehension task 
was higher than on the production task, and for nine children, the imitation task performance 
was superior to the performance on the comprehension task. From these results, the authors 
concluded that the sentences that were imitated were not processed for meaning, and thus the 
authors characterized the child imitation of the sentences as a perceptual motor skill. They 
noted: “[I]t would seem that imitation is a perceptual-motor skill not dependent on 
comprehension.” (Fraser, Bellugi and Brown, 1963, p. 133) However, as Slobin (1973) 
indicated, the model sentences used in this study were very short. Thus, sentences could have 
simply been held in the children’s short memory and repeated as a simple parroting act.  
Within Menyuk’s work (1964b), the EIT followed another path and was employed as 
a measuring tool for neuropsychology research. This scholar used this technique to examine 
communicative capacity in 3-to-5-year-old children (n=10). She compared the use of a 
generative model of grammar of normally developing children to that of children with 
developmental challenges (i.e., language impairments) whose speech was characterized by 
Menuyk as infantile “in terms of the model of grammar used for analysis” (Menyuk, 1964b, 
p. 109). Her aim was to investigate the differences, if any, in the use of syntactic structures 
between the two groups and whether these differences would be representative of different 
developmental stages of language production. Among other tasks used in her research, this 
psycholinguist asked children of both groups to repeat a list of sentences that had been 
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analyzed as containing various syntactic transformations (e.g., passive, negation, inversion, 
auxiliary “be” placement, etc.) or forms that deviated from standard grammar.  
The results highlighted dramatic differences in the usage of these structures between 
the two groups. The children with developmental difficulties repeated phrases with omissions 
or repeated only the last words of the sentences, and their non-repetitions correlated with 
sentence length. By contrast, the children with normal speech seemed to be more dependent 
on sentence structure, and their non-repetitions did not correlate with sentence length. 
Menuyk declared that the term “infantile” seemed to be incorrect since the results of 
grammatical production from children with developmental challenges did not correspond to 
grammatical production levels from younger children with normal speech. With this study, 
the EIT evolved into a neuropsychological instrument, and later studies (Carrow, 1974; 
Stephens, 1976; Golick 1977) continued to explore the potential of the EIT for diagnosis tests 
and screening instruments.   
In the 1970’s, there was a very prominent peak in the use of the EIT. In addition to the 
research areas mentioned above, the EIT was also employed in a third domain: second 
language analysis. With a series of experiments, Naiman (1974) examined the L2 competence 
of English-speaking children attending a French immersion program. Among other research 
questions, he investigated the relationship between imitation and both comprehension and 
production by focusing on specific syntactic structures. To do so, he tested 112 children 
randomly chosen from grade one and grade two of the French immersion program, who were 
divided into four groups to test the effect of task order variation. In each group, children were 
required to understand (via a picture-identification task), imitate, and produce French 
sentences. These three tasks were similar to the ones employed by Fraser et al. (1963). 
However, unlike Fraser et al.’s utterances, Naiman’s utterances were beyond the children’s 
immediate memory span (15 syllables in length) to prevent a parroting effect, and the 
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sentences were created to test specific syntactic structures (e.g., direct and indirect object 
nouns and pronouns, past tense). 
The resulting data contributed to Naiman’s claim that comprehension of the sentence 
must take place to allow sentence imitation. This study revealed that none of the syntactic 
structures were successfully produced at a higher rate in the imitation task than they were 
successfully understood in the comprehension task. Furthermore, no difference was found 
between groups in their performance on the comprehension and imitation tasks, indicating 
that both tasks involved a decoding stage. The researcher concluded that for sentences to be 
accurately imitated, the syntactic structures have to be first decoded and then encoded by the 
child’s own system. The errors made during the EIT were the same as the ones children made 
when speaking French in other settings. Naiman also mentioned several factors that could 
affect the imitation outcomes, such as memory capacity and the position of the syntactic 
structures in the sentence being tested. In their comments on this research, Swain, Dumas, 
and Naiman (1974) have argued that the EIT is a “valid source of information about 
productive competence and a conservative estimate of comprehension competence” (p. 72). 
Toward the beginning of the 1970’s, the EIT was used by several scholars (Cook, 
1973; Carrow, 1974; Ervin-Tripp, 1970; Slobin & Welch, 1971; Slobin, 1973), but toward the 
end of this decade, this method was in decline, initiated largely by criticism from Hood and 
Lightbown (1978). For them, the EIT was not an efficient tool since it did not meet the 
validity, reliability, and practicality requirements of research methods. These researchers 
pointed out the weaknesses that the EIT had at the time regarding the scoring system, which 
ignored variability amongst test takers, and the assumption that the EIT was perceived as a 
transparent window into developing linguistic knowledge. When discussing Fraser et al.’s 
study (1963), Hood and Lightbown questioned the EIT rating method. The following part is 
extracted from the table used to score each grammatical contrast according to certain criteria. 
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1. Mass noun/Count noun. 
Utterances:  Some mog/ A dap. 
  Some pim/ A ked. 
Scoring: Some/A + any nonsense syllables or appropriate English words. 
 
3. Singular/Plural, marked by is and are. 
Utterances:  The deep is running/ The deep are running. 
  The sheep is eating/ The sheep are eating. 
Scoring: is/are 
 
6. Affirmative/Negative. 
Utterances:  The girl is cooking/ The girl is not cooking. 
  The boy is sitting/ The boy is not sitting. 
Scoring: Absence of not/Presence of not, + some assertion 
 
(from Fraser et al., 1963, p. 127) 
 
Hood and Lightbown (1978) questioned the EIT rating method by underlining that 
“correct repetition of sentences or parts of sentences [linguistic element under investigation] 
implies that the child understands the structure of the sentence and has some knowledge of 
the function of various grammatical features of the utterance” (p. 199). In other words, the 
authors argue that this method of rating is flawed because it does not report individual 
differences on the test and focuses only on the desired response. They qualify this use of the 
EIT tool as “unwarranted”.  They criticize the tool for ignoring “the vast difference found to 
exist among children” (p. 213), and they recognize the lack of reliability in their own study. 
Regarding the EIT’s use as a transparent window into children’s developing linguistic 
knowledge, they maintain that this question remains, as more studies are needed to gather 
additional evidence and greater consistency amongst the examinees.  Nevertheless, despite 
their justified criticisms, these scholars also recognized, from previous studies and their own, 
that the EIT could be “a means of obtaining data on performance, just as presenting children 
with comprehension tasks is and just as observing and recording natural speech is” (p. 214). 
While this remark implies that there is no reason to assume that any one of these measures is 
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more revealing of competence than the others, Hood and Lightbown concluded that the EIT 
should not be used as a unique source of data on language development, and that proceeding 
as such would be unwarranted.   
Another point was highlighted in Hood and Schieffelin (1978). This study discussed a 
topic first addressed in Hood and Lightbown (1978) regarding context variance—the 
relationship between spontaneous speech and the EIT. For Hood and Lightbown (1978), the 
EIT was seen as a constrained situation because children and adult investigators are engaged 
in an interaction as if they were playing a game based on the rule “Say what I say” (i.e., the 
EIT). Hence, a conversation was established in a unique direction (i.e., researcher sentence → 
child production). On the contrary, for Hood & Schieffelin (1978), the EIT methodology 
reflected a dynamic interaction rather than a unidirectional interaction, as the game was semi-
integrated into a regular life situation, in this case playing with toys first then playing the 
game “say what I say”. The nature of this interaction and its evolution over time are 
important for understanding the EIT. As the authors mentioned, “[w]e cannot be certain of 
what it is they [child and investigators] are doing together, but we can be sure that they are 
not merely involved in repeated cycles of ‘say what I say’” (p. 8). They compared a two-and-
a-half-year-old American child, for whom the EIT was a new type of game (i.e., Say what I 
say), and a two-year-old Kaluli child from New Guinea, for whom elicited imitation was a 
common part of everyday social life. From their comparison of children from these two 
strikingly different cultures, the researchers strengthened their criticism of the use of the EIT 
as a measure of linguistic knowledge: whether or not the children were used to the EIT, they 
both showed high variability in their performance. It was not necessarily the task format that 
posed problems, but the children’s age. The scholars concluded by positing that, rather than 
reflecting a clear window into child linguistic knowledge, the EIT demonstrated a 
“complicated interplay of linguistic ability, social-situational factors, and personal 
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motivation, among other things” (p. 12). As a consequence, the EIT design used in Hood and 
Lightbown (1978) and Hood and Schieffelin (1978), which falls between the naturalistic and 
experimental design, was problematic, but it is unclear if the variability they found was due 
to the task itself or to the cultural background, age, or small number of participants (n=2).  
Despite the fact that the EIT was widely used in the 1970’s, concerns remained, 
especially in the areas of cognitive demands, linguistic demands, and questions related to 
linguistic ability. In addition, there was little uniformity in the application of the EIT with 
children; non-compliance by many test takers led testers to attempt different approaches to 
elicit imitation. As a consequence, linguists had reservations about the use of the EIT as a 
measure of linguistic knowledge. Nevertheless, it is thanks to these scholars’ input that the 
EIT design was later enhanced to set the stage for research that uses the EIT in SLA today.  
 
2.3  More Recent Uses of EIT (1980-present) 
 
Despite the criticism that emerged in the 1970’s, the EIT attracted new interest in the 
1980’s and began to be applied to new research questions and new research populations. 
Beginning in the 1980’s, the EIT was used as a tool to measure L2 proficiency in several 
languages and with various foci (for further discussion see Henning, 1983; Chaudron and 
Russell, 1990; Radloff, Casad, and Oller, 1991; Radloff, 1992; Bley-Vroman and Chaudron, 
1994). Many of these studies continued into the 2000’s.  Ortega, Iwashita, Norris and Rabie 
(2002) used the EIT to investigate L2 proficiency from a cross-linguistic perspective, 
focusing on English, Spanish, German, and Japanese. Their study investigated a range of 
syntactically complex structures, with the goal of testing the validity, reliability, and 
usefulness of the EIT in an SLA research setting. Similarly, Chaudron, Prior, and Kozok 
(2005), and Chaudron, Ngyuen, and Prior (2005) used the EIT to measure adult global 
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proficiency in Vietnamese and Indonesian. On the other hand, Erlam (2006, 2009) employed 
the EIT as a means to assess L2 implicit knowledge among English university learners, and 
Graham and colleagues (2006, 2008, 2010) further investigated this tool to examine the 
effects of lexical difficulty on the EIT test items and whether an automated scoring is feasible 
for such a test format. Ortega et al.’s (2002) cross-linguistic study was further developed by 
Tracy-Ventura, McManus, Norris and Ortega (2013), who extended the 2002 study to 
measure French L2 aural/oral proficiency. These investigations illustrate a sample of EIT 
studies undertaken in the past decade and exemplify the development of the EIT technique. In 
particular, these studies illustrate how scholars have moved away from the assessment of 
linguistic competence to focus more on the assessment of global proficiency in an L2 setting. 
Of these studies, four will be discussed in more detail: Ortega et al. (2002), Chaudron et al. 
(2005), Erlam (2006), and Graham et al. (2008). 
Ortega and her team (2002) evaluated the validity, reliability, and usefulness of the 
EIT in four languages: English, Spanish, German, and Japanese. Their research questions 
concerned three aspects of test validity. First, they examined the predictive validity of the EIT 
by comparing how well each of the parallel EIT tasks (i.e., in the four languages) 
discriminated between two distinct proficiency groups (high and low). Second, they 
investigated evidence of concurrent validity by considering the relationship between the EIT 
scores and other L2 proficiency indicators (e.g., Test of English as a Foreign Language 
(TOEFL) scores, Simulated Oral Proficiency Interview (SOPI) based on the American 
Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) ratings, and self-assessment 
ratings) collected for each L2 learner group. Finally, Ortega et al. (2002) explored the 
construct validity of the EIT by examining the sources of difficulty across parallel items and 
tasks in the four languages.  
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To answer these research questions, the team developed thirty sentences in which 
vocabulary familiarity and semantic plausibility were the basis of item construction. 
Moreover, an average combination of sentence length and syntactic structure across the four 
languages was created to reflect the construct being tested (proficiency in each of these four 
languages). The researchers tested 128 college L2 learners in foreign language programs in 
Australia, Japan, and the US, belonging to either intermediate or advanced levels in English 
(n=39), Spanish (n=28), German (n=28), and Japanese (n=33). The procedures employed in 
this study were as follows: For each item, students listened once to the sentence, waited for a 
3-second time lag, and, when prompted by a beep, repeated the sentence. The test takers’ 
audio-recorded productions were rated by two raters on a 5-point scale (0-4). Each level on 
the scale was defined and exemplified to help assess the students’ productions. Additionally, 
the EIT performances were triangulated with additional data, including other proficiency 
measures such as TOEFL or SOPI, self-assessments, and self-reported amounts of L2 
instruction and naturalistic exposure.  
Their results showed that the EIT had a high internal consistency for each language, 
with a Cronbach’s alpha of .93 for English, .97 for Spanish, .96 for German, and .95 for 
Japanese. High correlations were found between the EIT scores and the SOPI and TOEFL 
ratings, with Pearson coefficients of .49 for English, .88 for Spanish, and .61 for Japanese 
(these data were not reported for German), thus demonstrating moderate to strong 
relationships. The Item Response Theory20 analysis suggested that item length often predicted 
item difficulty. The authors concluded that length could be problematic from a cross-
linguistic perspective. As languages differ in the length of sentences expressing the same 
meaning, then it is difficult to create EIT tasks with sentences that are natural yet comparable 
across a variety of languages. Additionally, the lexical familiarity and syntactic complexity 
                                       
20 See glossary in Appendix M 
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also showed an impact on the difficulty of the EIT. Thus, the outcomes of the EIT showed 
strong evidence of reliability and concurrent validity within the four university-level samples 
(one for each foreign language studied); however, for construct validity, the collection of 
more evidence would help evaluate the inference of item length. This research suggests the 
importance of investigating the use of the EIT from a cross-linguistic perspective. 
Chaudron and his colleagues conducted extensive investigations of the EIT method 
(1990, 1994, 2003, and 2005). In his work with Bley-Vroman (1994), Chaudron broke down 
the EIT into four different phases that the language learner goes through. These steps, which 
became the basis for later EIT test developments, include: 
 The speech comprehension system: The subject hears the input and processes it, 
forming a representation. 
 Representation: The resulting representation includes information at various 
levels. 
 Memory: The representation must be kept in short-term memory. 
 The speech production system: The subject formulates a sentence based on the 
accessed representation. (There may also be monitoring of the phonetic plan, 
comparing it to the model.)  
                                                                (p. 247)  
 
In their 2005 study, Chaudron et al. examined the development and use of a Vietnamese EIT 
to assess global proficiency to be used in a language teaching program (e.g., curricular or 
assessment purposes) and as a placement tool for classroom settings. The authors developed 
two equivalent tests (Test A and Test B). Each test included 48 sentences that varied in length 
and included various grammatical structures common in Vietnamese speech. The Vietnamese 
EIT was organized as follows: For each item, the student listened to the sentence once (audio 
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played from a CD controlled by the researcher); then, when prompted by the researcher (the 
amount of time was not specified), the student repeated the sentence. To evaluate their EIT, 
the authors tested Vietnamese college students and native speakers (n=28). Test takers were 
assessed only on one version of the two EIT developed (i.e., test takers were administered 
either Test A or Test B). Then, two Vietnamese native speakers rated the test takers’ 
performance on a holistic scale (0-4). This rating protocol had been developed for Spanish 
(Ortega, 1999), but was adapted for Vietnamese.   
The non-native speakers’ outcomes demonstrated a Cronbach alpha of .99 for both 
test forms. Evidence of concurrent validity was established between the students’ mean 
scores on the Vietnamese EIT and their self-ratings from the Common European Framework 
of Reference for languages (CEFR) scale. The results showed evidence of concurrent 
validity, with a high correlation between the Vietnamese EIT scores and the self-ratings on 
Test A (.8 for listening and .72 for speaking). Test takers who completed Test B happened to 
show less variability in their self-ratings. The correlation was very low (.2 for listening and 
.14 for speaking). The authors explain that this was most likely due to the lack of variability 
in students’ self-assessment (Chaudron et al., 2005). Additionally, with regard to construct 
validity, the authors observed that sentence length had an effect on performance: if the 
sentence was longer, students correctly recalled a portion of the sentence. Also, if the 
sentence was more familiar, learners recalled it better. The authors concluded that the more 
proficient the students were, the better they could imitate the sentences heard since their 
internal L2 grammar corresponded to a certain extent to the grammar in the sentences 
displayed orally. This conclusion was also confirmed in that native speakers performed much 
better (score = 3 to 4 out of 4) on most items. The native speakers started to decline in 
accuracy with sentences of 13-14 words in length as compared to non-native speakers, who 
declined in accuracy after sentences of 6-7 words in length. Chaudron et al. (2005) argued 
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that the results obtained from their research provide the basis for understanding how the EIT 
can be employed as an assessment measure of L2 learners’ competence. Nevertheless, as test 
results are not always straightforward, the authors encouraged additional investigations in 
order to understand how the EIT can better reflect students’ performance.  
To help future scholars continue in that path, Chaudron and colleagues created a 
manual that explains how to design an EIT for Vietnamese. They also underlined the need for 
a more precise EIT theory and recommended alternative methods to cross validate this SLA 
testing tool. The authors concluded: “The more you know of a foreign language, the better 
you can imitate the sentences of the language. Thus, EI [Elicited Imitation] is a reasonable 
measure of ‘global proficiency’.” (Chaudron et al., 2005, p. 2) 
Erlam (2006) further examined aspects of the EIT that could provide evidence that the 
EIT is a tool measuring L2 implicit linguistic knowledge. The aim of her study was to gather 
evidence that would serve to justify that the EIT is a reconstructive task (i.e., the EIT requires 
the test taker to process the sentence according to his/her interlanguage system). Her first 
research question was phrased as follows: “Is there a positive relationship between 
participants’ ability to repeat grammatical structures correctly and their ability to correct 
ungrammatical structures in an oral elicited imitation test?” (Erlam, 2006, pp. 471-472) Her 
second research question asked whether a relationship exists between L2 students’ 
performance on the EIT and other time-pressured tests such as the oral narrative task and the 
listening and speaking components of the International English Language Testing System 
(IELTS) test. Erlam’s EIT study differs from the previous studies (e.g., Chaudron et al., 1990, 
1994, 2003, and 2005; Ortega et al., 2002) in that she put English learners in a situation that 
focused first on meaning before asking them to repeat the utterances heard.  The goal of such 
a test design was to avoid students repeating the model sentences verbatim.  
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To answer these questions, she tested English learners on 34 items, asking them first 
to perform a semantic judgment task—choosing between “true” or “not true/not sure”—on 
the sentence heard before repeating it (e.g., “Spending 10 hours in an aeroplane isn’t much 
fun, isn’t it?” Erlam, 2006, p. 79). She also asked them to repeat the sentences in correct 
English (students did not know that some of the model sentences were grammatical and 
others were ungrammatical). The EIT sentences were constructed around specific language 
structures (seventeen in total): they included structures that are likely to cause problems for 
L2 learners, grammatical features that are acquired both early and late in terms of L2 
learning, and structures that are commonly taught in L2 English language textbooks, thus 
representing structures taught in different levels of instruction. Finally, the sentences were 
also built to represent both morphological and syntactic features of English. Erlam tested 115 
students, twenty native speakers of English, and 95 L2 learners of English studying and living 
in New Zealand (78 % of them were Chinese studying English in either college or in a private 
language school). In addition to the EIT, she asked English learners to fill in a language 
background questionnaire in order to gather information on students’ L1 and to provide a 
self-report measure of their English proficiency. The students’ performances were rated 
according to three criteria: (1) obligatory occasion created – supplied, (2) obligatory occasion 
created – not supplied, and (3) no obligatory occasion created.  
Erlam (2006) calculated the reliability of the performance of 95 non-native speakers 
of English using the Kuder–Richardson Formula 20 and found a reliability estimate of .87. 
The results showed that native speakers correctly repeated 97% of the grammatical items and 
corrected 91% of the ungrammatical items. According to Erlam, these results provide 
evidence of validity in the measurement of implicit knowledge. L2 learners, on the other 
hand, correctly repeated 61% of the grammatical items and corrected 35% of the 
ungrammatical items. Correlations computed between L2 learners’ scores on grammatical 
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sentences and their scores on ungrammatical sentences yielded a significant positive 
relationship (r=.73, p<.001, n =95). When native speakers were also included, this correlation 
reached .83 (p<.001, n=115). Erlam (2006) also found a significant correlation (r=.48) 
between the L2 learners’ overall EIT scores and the oral narrative task. Moreover, the results 
showed moderately high correlations between the EIT scores and scores on the IELTS 
speaking test (r=.67) and scores on the listening test (r=.72). These correlations were higher 
than those for the reading (r=.51) and writing (r=.46) sections of the test, which were not in 
the same modality as the EIT. Erlam (2006) concludes from her findings that the EIT can be a 
reliable method for measuring implicit knowledge. Thus, her work showed that EIT is a 
reconstructive task, as did the work of Bley-Vroman and Chaudron (1994).  
In their research, Graham, Lonsdale, Kennington, Johnson, and McGhee (2008) 
undertook the refinement of an English EIT previously developed in Graham (2006). They 
investigated whether or not the application of an Automatic Speech Recognition (ASR) 
system could be applied to the EIT scoring. In this research, their intended goal was to 
provide an inexpensive, efficient, and highly reliable technique to measure L2 proficiency in 
contrast to other methods (e.g., aural/oral interviews). For them, traditional aural/oral 
proficiency measures are time consuming and expensive, and learning progress made by 
students over a semester of instruction is difficult to detect (Graham et al., 2008).  
The research team tested 156 adult L2 learners of English who attended an English 
Intensive Program in the U.S. These students came from twelve different L1 backgrounds, 
their English proficiency levels (as established from a 30 minute simulated computer 
administered oral proficiency test, the English Certificate Test (ECT), and an oral proficiency 
interview (OPI) administered by certified ACTFL testers) ranged from novice to advanced, 
and their ages ranged from 18 to 55 (mean= 24.3, SD= 6.8). The test takers were assessed on 
60 items, half recorded by a male voice and half by a female voice built to reflect a variety of 
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morphological and syntactic structures involving variables such as sentence length, sentence 
complexity, vocabulary levels, and other targeted structures (criteria established from 
Chaudron et al., 2005). The EIT was organized as follows: test takers listened to the 
sentences one at a time via computers with microphone headsets and recorded their 
responses. In conjunction with the EIT, the test takers were administered four additional 
speaking tests by qualified examiners: (1) an informal 15-minute placement interview; (2) a 
30-minute simulated computer-administered oral proficiency test (the ECT); (3) a 30-minute 
computer-elicited oral achievement test: the Language Aptitude Test (LAT); and (4) an OPI 
administered by certified ACTFL testers to a stratified random sample of 40 of the 156 test 
takers.  
Two raters scored the test takers’ oral productions using two different procedures. The 
first one was a four-point rating scale (a modified version of the Chaudron et al., 2005 
method) that the authors named the  “standard evaluation technique.” In the second 
procedure, the raters used an automated speech recognition system to compute the number of 
correctly repeated syllables.  
The scoring obtained from the two raters showed evidence of reliability in the raters’ 
scoring system, with a .83 correlation coefficient between the two raters. The results from the 
two different scoring methods mentioned above showed a Pearson correlation coefficient of 
.92, suggesting that the two methods yielded similar results. Evidence of item reliability was 
presented with a Cronbach alpha of .96 (for 57 items out of 60 due to incomplete data or non-
functioning items), indicating that the EIT items discriminated well among the different 
language levels. The authors further report that the EIT scores with traditional scoring and 
with ASR scoring correlated with the OPI (respectively, r=.658 and r=.648), as well as with 
the informal placement interview (r=.639 and r=.691) and the two computerized speaking 
tests (r=.516 and r=.465 for the ECT, and r=.551 and r=. 414 for the LAT). The informal 
 46 
 
placement interview and the two computerized speaking tests require much more training and 
time to administer and score than the EIT (Graham et al., 2008).  
From these outcomes, the researchers stated that the EIT results were very promising 
and that this method is “a highly reliable way of measuring a single trait of oral language 
use” (Graham et al., 2008, pp. 1606-1607). The results also demonstrated that the EIT is well 
suited for automated scoring since the correct responses are predictable. The authors 
underlined that these results should be investigated further to reach a more complete 
understanding of the degree to which EIT scores correlate with other measures of aural/oral 
proficiency (Graham et al., 2008). Graham  and colleagues (2008) expressed the desire to 
undertake more investigation on the EIT using ASR scoring, with a focus on the 
interrelationships between student responses and different EIT designs, manipulating 
variables such as sentence length, sentence complexity, and vocabulary (see Graham, 
McGhee, and Millard, 2010). They also encouraged further examination of features such as 
working memory, native language, age, and L2 as important directions to explore. 
The results of the previous studies (e.g., Ortega et al., 2002; Chaudron et al., 2005; 
Erlam, 2006; and Graham et al., 2008) have helped shape a better understanding of the use of 
the EIT as proficiency assessment method. We now turn to a more fine-grained description of 
this assessment tool to underline the differences between the studies that have improved EIT 
design as a second language assessment instrument. The following section will provide 
details about the EIT design manipulations and will discuss the potential impacts that such 
methodological differences can have on test results, especially regarding test validity.  
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2.4  Methodological Manipulations and Consequences for Validity Assessment 
 
2.4.1  Challenges in EIT for Test Takers and Test Developers: 
Conceptualization, Corpus Size, and Internal Design 
 
When creating a language test, two dimensions related to the test takers should be 
taken into consideration: which test aspects should be challenging for the test takers, and how 
the L2 learners’ participation can be optimized to gather their most representative language 
performance. The EITs in the four studies presented above differed in the number and type of 
sentences they used (and elicited). This information is summarized in Table 2.1.  
 
Table 2.1 Description of the Sentence Corpus for Each EIT Study 
 
EIT Studies 
# of sentences in 
the EIT corpus & 
<sentence length> 
Corpus of Sentence Structure 
Ortega’s et al. 
(2002) 
30 sentences 
<7-19 syllables > 
A blend of vocabulary, syntax and 
grammatical features for each of the 4 
languages under investigation 
Chaudron et a. 
(2005) 
48 sentences 
<10-12 syllables> 
A blend of syntax and grammatical 
Vietnamese features 
Erlam (2006) 
34 sentences 
<8-18 syllables> 
Grammatical and non-grammatical sentences 
Grammatical features from both early and late 
stage of English acquisition 
Graham’s et al. 
(2008) 
60 sentences 
<5-22 syllables> 
Different English lexical frequency choice 
Avoid late acquired inflectional and syntactic 
forms 
 
None of the authors mentioned an ideal number of sentences. It was instead the 
quality of the EIT sentences that prevailed over the number of sentences. As mentioned in 
Bley-Vroman and Chaudron (1994), what is important is to have a diverse range of syntax 
and vocabulary complexity in order to represent the construct that linguists want to measure, 
specifically, aural/oral proficiency in the L2. Ortega et al. (2002) investigated L2 syntactic 
complexity across four languages; Chaudron et al. (2005) assessed Vietnamese aural 
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comprehension and production skills; Erlam (2006, 2009) focused on L2 English implicit 
knowledge; and Graham et al. (2008) worked on refining the EIT design with different 
parameters such as L2 grammar and lexical specifications and developed language models to 
be used to automatically score the learners’ oral productions via an ASR device. As each 
scholar had specific research questions and goals (in addition to the investigation of the EIT 
as a proficiency measure), it is not surprising to notice differences among these studies.  
Among the above four studies, Ortega et al. (2002) and Chaudron et al. (2006) were 
quite similar in their design procedures, where vocabulary familiarity and semantic 
plausibility were the basis of the item construction, and an average combination of sentence 
length and syntactic structure was created to reflect the construct tested. Erlam (2006) 
proceeded similarly for the sentence construction, but she was the only one who used both 
grammatical and ungrammatical utterances, since it was related to her specific inquiry about 
implicit knowledge. Graham et al. (2008) followed Chaudron et al.’s (2005) criteria to 
embody a wide range of morphological and syntactic structures, which involved variables 
such as sentence length, sentence complexity, and diverse vocabulary levels.  The wide 
variety of EIT procedures employed suggests the need for a more consistent methodology if 
the EIT is used for testing L2 learners’ proficiency.  
The EIT design incorporates different phases that usually occur in the same order. 
According to Bley-Vroman and Chaudron’s study (1994), these EIT phases could be 
represented as shown in Figure 2.1. 
 
 
Figure 2.1 The EIT Stages 
 
Listening
Sentence 
Representation
Short Term 
Memory
Repetition
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Ortega et al. (2002) imposed a small burden on test takers by incorporating a 3-second time 
lag between the end of the aural stimulus and the beginning of the response (prompted by a 
ring tone). This particular arrangement was based on previous studies (Chaudron & Russell, 
1990; Grigg, 1986; McDade, Simpson, & Lamb, 1982), and its rationale was to ensure that 
test takers would not just mimic the sentences from short-term memory. Chaudron et al.’s 
(2005) EIT was exactly organized as represented in Figure 2.1. However, Erlam’s (2006) EIT 
was a bit different, as she introduced an additional task between the short-term memory phase 
and the repetition of the utterance: she asked her test takers to give a judgment about the 
sentence heard (i.e., students had to decide whether each sentence was true/not true or to 
indicate if they were not sure) before repeating it. This additional task was created to avoid 
any parroting effect that could occur, especially for short sentences, but as a result, it imposed 
a greater burden on short-term memory. Graham et al. (2008) did not mention any time lag 
between the offset of the stimulus and the onset of the test takers’ productions, suggesting 
that the test takers’ productions were not offset by a time lag. 
Overall, internal sentence composition (e.g., morphological and syntactic structures, 
sentence length, sentence complexity, vocabulary level) and test format (specifically, whether 
there is a time lag between the aural stimuli and the sentence repetition) represent two 
important parameters in the EIT design. These test elements demand careful consideration 
from the testers to ensure that this tool measures what it is supposed to assess in L2 learners. 
The following section will describe how EIT researchers optimized the learners’ participation 
to obtain their most representative performance.  
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2.4.2  EIT Test Aspects that Optimized the Test Takers Performance: Test 
Practice Session & Self-Paced Completion Test 
 
One under-examined area of EIT format is the impact of efforts to provide “comfort” 
to the test takers. Some scholars took special care to optimize their test takers’ oral 
productions whereas others did not. Comfort rests on two main test features: the test practice 
session and the self-paced completion aspect of the test. The best way to introduce the 
language test to the students is to give them a practice session. As its name indicates, a 
practice session will provide the test takers a better understanding of how the test is organized 
and how they are supposed to complete it. From this test practice, test takers will have the 
opportunity to evaluate the difficulty/easiness of the task. For this important aspect of test 
design, only two studies (Chaudron et al., 2005 and Erlam, 2006) mentioned and explained 
their practice session. Chaudron et al.’s practice session configuration is schematically 
represented in Figure 2.2 
Of the previous studies, only Chaudron et al. (2005) allowed test takers to complete 
the task at their own pace. 
 
 
Test taker listens → Tester stops the CD → Test taker repeats→ Test taker decides to listen 
to the next sentence → etc.→ End of the Practice Session (composed of several sentences)  
 
 
Figure 2.2 EIT Practice Session (Chaudron et al., 2005) 
 
In Chaudron et al.’s (2005) test sessions, the test takers listened to each sentence only once; 
when the tester stopped the audio recording, the test taker had to repeat the sentence heard. 
Thus, only when the student was ready to listen to the next sentence would the tester play the 
next utterance. Chaudron organized both practice and main sessions in this way until the end 
of the 48th test item. He gave the test takers the opportunity to decide when they wanted to 
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listen to the next sentence of the test. This self-paced procedure certainly reduced the stress 
that this aural/oral test might have otherwise caused and may also have lessened any fatigue 
from the test. Erlam’s practice session was organized in a similar manner; however, it was the 
tester and not the learner who decided to play the next EIT sentence. As the pace of the EIT 
was based on the tester’s judgment and not the test taker’s decision, it is not possible to 
describe Erlam’s research as a self-paced completion task. 
The last methodological aspect on which the EIT researchers differ is the scoring 
system of the examinees’ oral productions. Across the four previous studies examined, two 
major systems were used to score the L2 learners’ performance. Ortega et al. (2002), 
Chaudron et al. (2005), and Graham et al. (2008) used a 5-point scale (0-4) based on Ortega’s 
work (1999). Nevertheless, despite their common use of this 5-point scale, differences are 
evident. Ortega et al. (2002), Chaudron et al. (2005), and Graham et al. (2008) used a holistic 
scale where descriptors21 for each level were used to score the test takers’ oral productions 
(see Tables 2.2 and 2.3). 
 
Table 2.2 Scoring Rubric Used by Ortega (Adapted from the SLRF 2002 handout) 
 
Score Score Description for the Holistic Rating Scale  
4 Perfect repetition 
3 Changes in content or changes in form that affect content 
2 Changes in content or changes in form that affect content 
1 Repetition of half or less of the stimulus 
0 Silence, only one word repeated, or unintelligible repetition 
 
 
                                       
21 See glossary in Appendix M 
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Table 2.3 Scoring Rubric Used by Chaudron et al. (2005, pp. 9-11) and by Graham et al. 
(2008) 
 
Score Score Description for the Holistic Rating Scale 
4 The testee produces an exact repetition. 
3 The original, complete meaning is preserved as in the stimulus 
2 
The content of the repetition string preserves at least more than half of the idea 
units in the original stimulus string 
1 
Only about half of the idea units are represented in the string but a lot of 
important information in the original stimulus is left out 
0 Repetition that produces nothing (testee is silent) 
 
However, Chaudron et al. (2005) and Graham et al. (2008) first evaluated the test takers’ oral 
productions with a syllable transcription system (i.e., each sentence repeated by the test taker 
was transcribed on a separate line below the model sentence, with the transcription indicating 
which syllables were pronounced correctly and which were not or were missing). As 
mentioned earlier, Graham et al. (2008) used two different types of rating. The first one was 
the holistic scale used in the Chaudron et al. (2005) study. The second ones derived from the 
transcription and the ASR scoring was based on clear criteria that improved objective scoring 
and was made possible because this transcribed format was adequate for automatic scoring. 
Hence, the final score of this scoring system (0-4) was derived from the transcription 
reflected in the number of errors per sentence. Table 2.4 shows that the level descriptors were 
based on the number of mistakes made by the test takers. Chaudron et al. (2005) used (and 
recommended) this transcription method only to supplement the scoring process when using 
the 5-point scale system. 
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Table 2.4 Scoring Rubric Used by Graham et al. (2010, p. 64) 
 
 Sentence Score Justification 
4 Every syllable in the item was attributed  with  score 1 
3 Only 1 syllable was attributed with score 0 
2 2 syllables were attributed with score 0 
1 3 syllables were attributed with score 0 
0 4 or more syllables were attributed with score 0 
 
The other scoring system, used by Erlam (2006), comprised three criteria to score the 
EIT test takers’ oral productions. These criteria are illustrated in Table 2.5.  
 
Table 2.5 Scoring Rubric Used by Erlam (2006, p. 479) 
 
Criteria Criteria Description  
1 
Correct 
Obligatory occasion created – supplied 
A response was correct if the target structure was used correctly 
irrespective of lexical accuracy 
2 
Incorrect 
Obligatory occasion created – not supplied 
Participant created an obligatory occasion for use of the target structure but 
used it incorrectly 
3 
Incorrect 
No obligatory occasion created 
Participants did not create an obligatory occasion for use of the target 
structure 
 
Erlam (2006) admitted that, to a certain degree, her scoring system had limitations. As the 
scoring system did not take into consideration changes in the original sentence that students 
might have created during their oral production, the scoring system might have actually 
penalized the test takers rather than reflect their actual language competence. In other words, 
this rating system might have been too severe toward learners who avoided the target 
structure tested (since they had not acquired it yet) rather than being a fair reflection of their 
implicit knowledge of the language.   
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 2.4.3 Validities Issues for the previous EIT’s 
 
The four aforementioned EIT studies show some important differences in their design. 
From a LT perspective, the potential impacts that these methodological differences can have 
on test validity should be examined as possible evidence that could count toward establishing 
the validity of the EIT. These studies used a wide variety of sentences for their EIT, which 
represents evidence from which the learners’ listening and speaking ability can be inferred. In 
each study, the test item construction was justified in relation to the test content. In LT, this 
attempt to represent a sample of the domain on which the test is based refers to content 
validity. Hence, this target domain illustrated by the test content represents an important stage 
in the test validation process, as it creates a link to the “domain definition” inference. The 
domain definition is essential in the construction of the interpretive argument, which is a 
major concept in language testing (Chapelle, Enright, and Jamieson, 2008; Kane, 2006). The 
interpretive argument reflects a chain of reasoning between evidence and inferences from a 
test (to be explained in chapter 3 of this document). The number of sentences used in the EIT 
can also be connected to the “generalization inference”. If the EIT includes enough sentences, 
it has the potential of providing a good reflection of the target domain, and thus can provide a 
stable estimate of student’s performance. 
The test procedures that have been mentioned for each study, including a time lag, an 
additional task before repeating, or nothing at all, can reinforce or undermine the face validity 
of the test and the context of testing of the EIT. The test design takes on even more 
importance when test consequences are considered. If, at the end of an EIT test, students are 
placed into classroom levels, the testers should gather evidence that the test outcomes fairly 
reflect the students’ actual language proficiency level. If the EIT does not adequately reflect 
students’ proficiency, their assessment could have negative consequences, not only in regards 
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to students’ class misplacement, but also for the language programs that host them. In 
addition, inaccurate proficiency assessment for research participants could distort SLA 
findings. The test practice session belongs to the test procedures and constitutes a valuable 
activity since it helps to reduce errors introduced in the test outcomes. Thus, it has a non-
negligible impact on test validity as well. More precisely, it creates a link to the “evaluation 
inference” in the interpretive argument, in which students’ scores should accurately represent 
student’s language ability.  
The self-paced completion task is another area which could have an impact on the test 
takers’ performance and thus on the validation of the results. Given the internal EIT design 
(sentence length and sentence complexity), L2 learners already have their short-term memory 
challenged due to the type of task demands. Moreover, depending on the study, another 
burden was added to the test taker either by inserting a judgment task before repeating the 
sentence (Erlam, 2006) to engage learners to focus first on the meaning or by imposing a time 
lag (Ortega et al., 2002) to avoid any parroting effect. Thus, from a test taker’s perspective, it 
appears that the EIT task is already challenging enough without adding another difficulty that 
might affect the results due to fatigue. If the test takers are under too much pressure (i.e., 
engaged in a non-self-paced EIT), this could potentially alter the data collected and thus 
affect the “utilization inference,” which estimates the quality of test takers’ performance on 
the task. The issue of test fairness developed in the LT literature is also important and will be 
explored later in this work.  
Finally, these four studies have presented three different scoring systems, which 
underlined an interesting test aspect for assessing a similar test (EIT) based on L2 
proficiency. When the scoring rubrics are not similar, this makes it difficult to accurately 
compare the different studies that used the EIT. This scoring system difference also raises 
questions regarding the best scoring system for such tests. This is linked to the “evaluation 
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inference,” which investigates the utility of using the scoring system to provide evidence of 
the target language abilities. The “explanation inference” might also be considered in regards 
to the scoring rubric, as it adequately captures the test taker’s performance of the listening 
and speaking abilities required to take the EIT.  
To sum up, the existing research on the EIT in the field of SLA has helped improve 
researchers’ understanding of this method. In the last five decades or so, research on the EIT 
has shifted its focus from development and competence to L2 development and L2 
competence, and since then it has been used for L2 global proficiency assessment. Several 
key elements (i.e., the different types of inferences for test validity) were mentioned in regard 
to the methodological differences observed in the four EIT studies previously examined, 
underlying the potential impact that these differences can have on test validity.  
The remaining part of this literature review has the main goal of presenting the current 
validity paradigm within the LT tradition and the test specification approach, which is 
another major concept in the field of LT. A chronological presentation of the main 
researchers who worked on validity in language assessment will illustrate the evolution of 
this central concept in LT. In addition, the test specification approach will be defined and 
described through an examination of its distinct stages. 
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CHAPTER 3 VALIDITY INQUIRIES IN LANGUAGE TESTING 
 
3 Test Validity in Language Testing 
 
When designing a test, as language test designers, one of the goals is to assess “not 
the language per se that is measured or acquired, but the language ability” of the test taker at 
a given point (Bachman and Cohen, 1998, p. 4) and demonstrate the validity of the test 
score’s interpretation and use. It is from this “language ability picture,” at a given stage of 
development, that language testers make inferences or assumptions about the nature of 
language performance. In fact, by assessing language in this way, this language picture, or 
“slice of life” (Bachman & Cohen, 1998, p. 2), is studied more precisely. To continue with 
the metaphor, language testers look at the pixels (inherent properties of the test) to see how 
the test can be described as a tool that provides a valid representation of the test taker’s 
performance. This test validity inquiry is the main concern of  language testers and 
constitutes their main purpose in all language assessment investigation.  
Four important terms first need to be defined to set up the ground-work of language 
testers: validity, construct, inferences/assumptions, and validation. Validity can be explained 
by ascertaining whether “a test accurately measures what it is intended to measure” (Hughes, 
1989, p. 22). In other words, a test should assess the right construct.  The term “construct” in 
LT is a label used to describe human behavior, proficiency, ability, that is, “a piece of 
knowledge or skill that a test taker may (or may not) possess” (Walter, 2012, in Fulcher and 
Davidson, 2012, p. 470), but it needs to be contrasted from the term “concept” to better 
understand it. Fulcher and Davidson (2007) give a helpful three-step definition of concept 
and construct. The first step concerns the awareness about the distinction between “general 
term” (concept) and “construct”: “For a general term to become a construct, it must have two 
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further properties. Firstly, it must be defined in such a way that it becomes measurable.” (p. 
7). Then, the authors define construct: “Secondly, any construct should be defined in such 
way that it can have relationships with other constructs that are different.” (p. 7). The last step 
summarizes their construct definition: “[C]oncepts become constructs when they are so 
defined that they become ‘operational’.” (p. 7) For example, a construct is an unobserved 
(latent) characteristic of interest that language testers measure, such as L2 learner’s aural/oral 
proficiency and could be referred to as “a meaningful interpretation of observed behavior” 
(Chapelle, 1998, p. 33).  
The word “inference,” also used as “assumption,” is a term that represents the 
network between test scores and the constructs that they reflect. For instance, when scholars 
interpret a learner’s score (i.e., when they make inferences about the test outcomes) from an 
aural/oral test as an indicator of aural/oral skills competence (e.g., oral comprehension and 
aural production), aural/oral competence is then the construct reflected by the score. Thus, 
inferences could be described as this link between test scores and the meaning that they bring 
to the construct (aural/oral competence) being measured. 
Finally, validation can be defined as the process(es) that justify the test inferences 
being made. This justification takes place through an organization of pieces of evidence that 
support the proposed test interpretation and use. These brief definitions represent the basic 
jargon used in LT, and will be further developed in the next section.  
 
3.1  Validity, Test Validation, and Validity Again… or Almost  
 
The term “validity” represents a crucial paradigm in LT, perhaps the most important 
consideration in any language testing theory. This importance was reflected in the first 
edition of the Educational Measurement publication of the American Council on Education 
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(1951), where Cureton employed the word “validity” mainly to explain the testers’ research. 
As he explains, “THE ESSENTIAL QUESTION OF TEST VALIDITY IS HOW WELL A 
TEST DOES THE job it is employed to do” (capitalized in original, Cureton, 1951, p. 621). 
Within his 72-page article, very rarely did Cureton use the word “validation” (only 3 times in 
the entire chapter). This shows how important the term validity was as compared to the term 
validation at that point in time. Cureton’s focus was on how scholars perceive, estimate, and 
define test validity when describing the appropriate components of a test and demonstrating 
the relevance of each component that is linked to the test validity.  
For Cureton, “[v]alidity is always validity for a particular purpose. It indicates how 
well the test serves the purpose for which it is used” (Cureton, 1951, p. 621). Test validity is 
linked to the function of the test and the audience with which it is employed. Thus, test 
validity is an indicator of individual differences in a specific setting (or function), which 
could be displayed on a continuous grading scale, and “practical problems of validity are 
concerned with these matters of degree” (p. 622). According to him, validity is explained by 
two main aspects. The first one is the relevance of the test, which could be analyzed as the 
appropriate relationship between what a test measures and the function (or action) that the 
test is used for. The second aspect is the test reliability, understood as the accuracy and 
consistency of the scoring system. In this chapter, Cureton explains and exemplifies how 
validity, under these two different aspects, can be demonstrated to justify that a given test 
fulfills its mission – being an appropriate measure for a specific context and with a defined 
group of test takers.   
Twenty years after Cureton’s publication, Cronbach (1971), in his inquiry on test 
validity, shifted the focus from “validity” to “test validation”. This shift emphasized the 
importance given to the process(es) involved in justifying test validity rather than to the 
definition of validity in specific contexts. Throughout his chapter, Cronbach takes care of 
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explaining and exemplifying the various validation processes of test development. Despite 
their different foci, Cureton’s validity and Cronbach’s test validation actually fall into the 
same validity approach, which is referred to in the LT literature as the “early theory”. These 
two foci tried to answer one question – to what extent does the test measure what it is 
intended to measure? – and their answers treated validity/test validation as a multi-faceted 
concept that depended in part on the type of validity measured: content validity, construct 
validity, criterion validity (the latter including concurrent validity and predictive validity). 
Content validity is the extent to which a test examines the language domain 
appropriately, for instance a skill or task that constitutes the domain of behavior (criterion22). 
In other words, content validity investigates whether or not the content of the test is 
adequately representative for the test to be a valid measure of what it is supposed to measure. 
Construct validity can be defined as the purpose of the test. It refers to the validity of the 
inferences made from test score interpretations and uses about the construct being tested. This 
type of validity examines the degree to which the test outcomes adequately reflect what the 
theory says about how that particular construct should operate. Like other forms of validity, 
criterion validity is not something that the measurement procedure (e.g., language test) has or 
does not have as part of its intrinsic properties. Instead, criterion validity needs to be built in 
light of a well-established measurement tool (e.g., language test A), which acts as a criterion 
against which the criterion of the new measurement (e.g., language test B) has been designed 
and is being validated. To assess criterion validity, two options are available. It is possible to 
establish either concurrent or predictive validity, which are two types of empirical validity 
that both require data to generate a numerical validity coefficient. The first one, concurrent 
validity, refers to the correlation that a test (e.g., language test A) has with another test (e.g., 
language test B) that is supposed to measure the same criterion (e.g., ability or language 
                                       
22 See glossary in Appendix M  
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skill). The second one, predictive validity, indicates the extent to which a score on a test (e.g., 
language test A) predicts a score on another test (e.g., language test B). 
 Twenty-seven years after Cronbach’s chapter on “Test Validation,” Messick (1989) 
brought a paramount change in the validity paradigm and revived the “validity” debate. His 
perspective on test validity embraces elements of the previous theories (notably, the 
distinction between content, construct, and criterion validity) and redefines validity as one 
unitary concept instead of multiple types of validity. Furthermore, he broadened the scope of 
validity by encompassing the test repercussions, specifically the social dimension, which, 
according to McNamara (2001) is the most radical feature of Messick’s (1989) validity 
framework. Table 3.1 presents a progressive matrix that illustrates the main elements (or 
facets) of Messick’s test validity conception. 
 
Table 3.1 Facets of Validity (Messick, 1989, p. 20) 
 
 Test interpretation Test use 
Evidential basis Construct validity 
Construct validity + 
Relevance/utility 
Consequential validity 
 
Value implications Social consequences 
 
The cell named construct validity underlines the need for gathering evidence to justify 
the test score interpretation and use, which reflects the construct used in the proposed test. 
The cell labeled Construct validity + Relevance/utility emphasizes the requirement for test 
construct(s) to be relevant and useful in the specific test context. The Value implications cell 
asserts that all test score interpretations involve questions of value. These questions of value 
are also linked to non-scientific and non-objective reasoning.  In that sense, this test validity 
facet includes considerations of a certain degree of error (from a nonscientific angle) in the 
measurement process. The last cell entitled Social consequences refers to the impact of the 
test: the consequences that the test creates when it is implemented for its intended use. To 
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sum up, Messick’s validity approach (1989), referred to in the LT literature as the “Modern 
Validity Theory,” is a unitary concept that comprises various facets – construct validity, 
construct validity + relevance/utility, value implications, and social consequences. This 
multi-faceted validity framework has changed the perception of validity.  
In using this jargon regarding validity test facets, LT scholars’ work could be defined 
as the following. They seek test evidence (evidential basis), from data and scientific methods, 
to justify the test under interest. The validity inquiry has the main goal of ensuring that the 
test developed presents evidence that would lend support to the test validity. Appropriateness 
is the first property that the test should display. It refers to construct validity: the test should 
demonstrate that it is suitable and relevant for a particular context (construct validity + 
relevance/utility), and it should also target well-defined test takers (value implications) for 
which the test has been designed (social consequences). From Messick’s perspective, validity 
is not a component of the test, as it was the case in the previous approach. On the contrary, 
for Messick validity encloses the test and it is presented as an encompassing network. This 
network consists of inferences generated from data and from theoretical rationales, and these 
inferences contribute to the construct under investigation. The best way to summarize 
Messick’s achievement is to define validity as “an integrated evaluative judgment of the 
degree to which empirical evidence and theoretical rationales support the adequacy and 
appropriateness of inferences and actions based on test scores or other modes of assessment” 
(Messick, 1989, p.13). 
The period of time that followed the shift brought by Messick (1989) was referred to 
as the “post Messick paradigm”. With the successive work from Cureton (1951), Cronbach 
(1971), and Messick (1989), a back-and-forth movement between the definition of test 
validity and the test validation process has been noticed, and with each author the validity 
paradigm has evolved. It is thus correct to present the test validity framework as an ongoing 
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process that testers need to know how to approach and master in order to succeed in their 
research. 
 
3.2 An Evolution of the Validity Inquiry across Time  
 
Since Messick’s seminal paper in 1989, several scholars have continued to examine 
the validity framework.  The rationale for this investigation is simple: it is extremely 
challenging to be 100% certain of what a test measures, and language testers are aware that 
they have to face this uncertainty about the accuracy of a test. Spolsky (2008) reported that 
language testers know that “a test can never be accurate completely; [they] know that human 
language ability is too complex to be reduced to a single number” (Fulcher & Thrasher, Inc. 
2008). As a consequence, he suggested that scholars work more on how to deal with the 
limited information that testers receive, and testers should be more conscious of the test 
takers’ social consequences. As Fulcher and Davidson pointed out, “[v]alidity theory 
occupies an uncomfortable philosophical space in which the relationship between theory and 
evidence is sometimes unclear and messy, because theory is always evolving, and new 
evidence is continually collected.” (2007, p. 11) Therefore, it is to reduce this level of 
uncertainty that language testers continue to investigate test validity. 
Let us now turn to important researchers who have worked on validity and its impact. 
Their work will help us to: (i) reach a fair understanding of the validity framework in the 
Post-Messick era; and to (ii) underline the ongoing development that has been done toward 
this validity paradigm. Table 3.2 provides a brief presentation of the four researchers who 
will be studied.  
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Table 3.2 Four Important Contributions to the Post-Messick Validity Paradigm 
 
Bachman & 
Palmer 
Kane Chapelle et al. Xi 
“The most 
important 
consideration in 
designing a 
language test is its 
usefulness, and this 
can be defined in 
terms of six test 
qualities: reliability, 
construct validity,  
authenticity,  
interactiveness, 
impact, and 
Practicality.”  
(1996, p. 38) 
“To validate an 
interpretation or use 
of measurements is 
to evaluate the 
rationale, or 
argument, for the 
claims being made, 
and this in tum 
requires a clear 
statement of the 
proposed 
interpretations and 
uses and a critical 
evaluation of these 
interpretations and 
uses.”  
(2006, p. 17) 
 
“Within an 
argument based 
approach to 
validation, the 
justification of the 
validity of score 
interpretation and 
use has two aspects. 
(…) the 
construction of an 
interpretive 
argument that lays 
out the grounds, 
inferences, 
warrants, and 
claims. (…) The 
second aspect of 
validation is a 
critical evaluation of 
this preliminary 
validity argument.” 
(2008, p. 23) 
“Validity is 
typically established 
by evidence that 
supports the 
soundness of score-
based 
interpretations and 
uses for the whole 
test-taking 
population. With the 
integration of 
fairness in a 
systematic fashion, 
however, the 
concept of validity 
has been expanded 
by requiring further 
evidence that 
pertains to 
comparability in 
score-based 
interpretations and 
uses for relevant 
subgroups.” 
(2010, p. 155) 
 
Bachman and Palmer (1996) 
Bachman and Palmer (1996) were inspired by Messick’s validity framework and 
created a model that could be seen as a reshaping of Messick’s (1989) proposal. Their model, 
called “Test Usefulness,” corresponds very closely to the Messick validity framework. It 
displays six types of test quality and three principles. The test qualities include: (i) whether 
the test presents evidence of reliability. For instance, the test should show reliability between 
two equivalent sets of task characteristics (e.g., internal consistency; the test takers should 
obtain similar scores on test A-1 and test A-2), or between two raters (e.g., inter-rater 
reliability; the test takers’ scores should be rated similarly by rater 1 and rater 2), or between 
two different administrations of the same test to the same population (e.g., test-retest 
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reliability; the test takers should obtain similar scores on test A if administered twice). The 
authors’ model contains: (ii) whether the test assesses the construct it is supposed to assess; 
(iii) whether the test uses authentic language that pertains to domains other than the test 
itself; and (iv) whether it includes an interactiveness component. 
Additionally, Bachman and Palmer’s model includes (v) whether the test has an 
impact on society through the educational systems that use it and (vi) whether the test shows 
evidence of practicality, which refers to how a test will be implemented depending on the 
resources available.  
The authors argue that each of these test qualities, which are interrelated, should be 
equally maximized for the test to be globally useful.  
The principles included in the model are rather straightforward:  
 
(1) It is the overall usefulness of the test that is to be maximized, rather than the 
individual qualities that affect usefulness.  
(2) The individual test qualities cannot be evaluated independently, but must be 
evaluated in terms of their combined effect on the overall usefulness of the test.  
(3) Test usefulness and the appropriate balance among the different qualities cannot 
be prescribed in general, but must be determined for each specific testing 
situation. 
From Bachman and Palmer (1996, p. 18) 
 
By using these principles in combination with the six test qualities mentioned above, 
Bachman and Palmer created a new validity framework that underlines test usefulness. The 
authors chose the “test usefulness” designation instead of the over-arching term of “validity” 
to emphasize their alternative vision of the validity paradigm. Arguably, they improved 
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Messick’s work by providing clearer guidance to future test designers while keeping concerns 
such as test goals, test content, test impact, and test users as important as in Messick’s work. 
By presenting these six test qualities and principles as important interrelated components 
(potential sources of validity evidence) of any test, they created a test metric that should be 
consulted by test designers at any stage of test development. 
 
Kane  
“Validation is simple in principle, but difficult in practice.” (Kane, 2012, p.15) Being 
conscious of the broad scope of validity, Kane (1992, 1999, 2006, 2012) developed general 
strategies to guide LT researchers on how to validate proposed interpretations and uses of test 
scores. Following Cureton, Cronbach, and Messick, Kane is an important figure in the 
language validity quest. In his chapter, Kane (2006) points out a common agreement amongst 
researchers concerning validation: it is perceived as a central concept in language testing and 
assessment. As such, it is probably the most challenging and also the most important inquiry 
in any LT investigation. Kane reports (2006, p. 22) that Cronbach described validation as “a 
lengthy, even endless process” (Cronbach, 1989, p. 151), and for Anastasi (1986), “almost 
any information gathered in the process of developing or using a test is relevant to its 
validity” (p. 3). Thus, actions need to be undertaken to determine where to start and how to 
proceed to reach the ultimate goal of justifying the proposed interpretations and uses of test 
scores. To remedy this problem, Kane offers an argument-based-approach to language testers. 
Validity must be visualized as “a chain of reasoning and evidence from what we 
[language testers] think a test score means, and the actions we intend to take on the basis of 
that inference, back to the skills, abilities or knowledge that any given test taker may have” 
(Fulcher & Davidson, 2007, p. 3). In an efficient manner, Kane explains each piece of this 
chain of inference that is fundamental to test validation. He adopts the nonmathematical 
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reasoning of Toulmin’s description of informal or practical arguments (1958, 2003), and 
creates his own framework – the argument-based-approach (chain of reasoning) – to collect 
validity evidence. His model is founded on the formulation of convincing inferences and 
assumptions based on evidence that supports the claim formulated in regard to the test scores’ 
interpretations and uses. To do so, Kane defines three pragmatic steps in his interpretive 
argument framework: (1) a clear statement, (2) an interpretive argument, and (3) a validity 
argument. These steps are illustrated in Figure 3.1 below. 
 
(1) Clear statement of the proposed claim 
(2) Interpretive argument 
 
    Inference 1 (rest on assumption) 
Assumption 1(justification for inference 1)  
      Evidence (serve to confirm the assumption 1) 
    Inference 2 
     Assumption 2 (justification for inference 2) 
      Evidence (serve to confirm the assumption 2) 
Etc.  
 
(3) Validity Argument 
 
Figure 3.1 Interpretive Argument Framework (elaborated from Kane, 1992) 
 
 
 
 In the first step, a clear statement of the proposed claim, Kane explains that clearly 
expressing the proposed interpretations and uses of the test scores is fundamental. It will not 
only enhance the researchers’ intention with the test under development, but also provide 
them the framework of the interpretive argument for their particular test.  
The second step, the interpretive argument, represents the core of Kane’s approach. It 
is shaped by a number of inferences, which themselves include interrelated sub levels: (1) the 
inference that rests on an assumption, (2) the assumption that justifies the inference, and (3) 
the evidence that confirms the assumption. For Kane, working on the interpretive argument – 
also called the development stage – involves several inferences. Three of these inferences are 
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critical for the chain of inferences (in bold and italic in Figure 3.2), but their number can vary 
depending on the language test evaluated.   
 
Figure 3.2 The Bridge Analogy: Observation (O) to Observed Score (O.S.) to Universe Score 
(U.S.) to Target Score (TS.) Kane’s Interpretive Argument (adapted from Kane et al., 1999, 
p. 9) 
 
 
The three-bridge argument represented in Figure 3.2 symbolizes the inferences that 
are found in most tests, and they illustrate the bridge analogy used in Kane et al. (1999). The 
inference named evaluation assumes that the obtained results come from a standardized 
procedure of observation. Therefore, the data collection and scoring method follow consistent 
procedures. The generalization inference states that test score interpretation involves 
generalizability from a specific observation to a broader domain of similar observation. 
Finally, the extrapolation inference depicts the extension of the conclusion drawn from a test-
score toward a non-test behavior. This last inference, seen as a projection, is an attempt to 
create a link between test behavior and non-test-behavior. Kane emphasizes that test 
inferences are not like settled cement and can vary as a function of the nature of the argument 
developed; thus, additional ones could be created and would then extend the chain of 
reasoning.  
The inferences that follow are added to the ones previously cited (evaluation, 
generalization, and extrapolation) and illustrate an interpretive argument for indicators of 
theoretical construct (Kane, 2006, p. 43). The theory based inference could be explained by 
its link between score interpretations drawn from data collected to a theory. A theory is 
 69 
 
usually evaluated by its plausibility and by being subject to empirical challenges. The 
decisions inference reflects one of the major concerns in language testing. When designing a 
test, the outcomes are in the mind of the test designers; without being conscious of the test 
impact, the test would simply not exist in the first place. Finally, the technical inference 
concerns the statistical assumptions generated from the statistical model. Are the assumptions 
related to the data corresponding to the statistical model used? It has been shown that the 
interpretive argument can be really dense due to the test inferences created to support the test 
interpretations and uses of the test scores. These three additional examples – theory based, 
decisions, and technical inferences – illustrate extension of the types of inferences that can be 
made. However, there are at least three types of inferences (evaluation, generalization and 
extrapolation), and it should be reminded that this three-stage procedure should be consistent 
with the proposed claim made at the beginning of the test development.  
Finally, the last step, the validity argument (also named appraisal stage), corresponds 
to the critical assessment of the entire chain of inferences explained above. It is during this 
stage that the coherence of the proposal and the plausibility of the inferences and assumptions 
linked to it will be strictly evaluated. It is also within this stage that possible 
counterargument(s) might be detected and rebutted to reinforce the interpretive argument 
presented.  
Initially, Kane (1992) asserted that in order to validate the development of a test in 
language testing, researchers should support the plausibility of the corresponding interpretive 
argument with the appropriate evidence (p. 527). It is worth noting that the term argument in 
Kane’s approach “argument-based approach to validity” indeed reflects the existence of an 
audience to convince. The need to develop a positive case for the proposed interpretation, as 
well as the need to consider and evaluate competing interpretations, is real for such a validity 
approach. Furthermore, Kane encourages attention to details since it is not always possible to 
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justify all the assumptions in the interpretive argument. Thus, the best way to present and 
substantiate the proposed claim is to be very specific about all the pieces of evidence that can 
be presented. 
As discussed above, validity is a unified concept (Messick, 1989) that embraces 
different types of test validity/quality (criterion, content, construct, etc.). It is interesting to 
underline that Kane enriches this ongoing reasoning by presenting his validation outlook as 
tripartite: his argument-based framework is essentially based on three main stages (claim, 
interpretive argument, and validity argument), and none of them can be presented alone to 
achieve the validation of score interpretations and uses. When examining the interpretive 
argument structure, it is precisely the intrinsic interconnection between and among inferences 
(bridge analogy) that create the strength of the argument presented, and thus allows for the 
validation of the claim being made. Consequently, this double intertwining – between stages 
in the argument-based framework and between inferences in the interpretive argument –
conveys the main characteristics of Kane’s validation’s framework and features a pragmatic 
approach to validation that highlights three major strengths. First, the clarity of the asserted 
interpretive argument asserted provides guidance in the test development, especially 
regarding the assumptions that need to be met. Second, it has been shown earlier that the 
interpretive argument supplies a framework for validation. Finally, a basis for evaluating the 
proposed interpretations and uses is given (Kane, 1999, p. 15). 
 
Chapelle et al. (2008) 
As Kane advanced the conceptualization of test validity by presenting his argument-
based framework, Chapelle et al. pursued the development of the validity argument and 
brought the test validity reflection to another level. The book that she and her colleagues 
wrote (2008) made an important contribution to the understanding of validity argument 
 71 
 
structure. The strength of this collaborative volume comes from the fact that it presents a case 
study in which a meticulous description of each step of the TOEFL IBT validity argument 
framework is laid out. The chapter on test score interpretation and use from Chapelle et al. 
(2008) could be interpreted as an improved version of the argumentative works previously 
mentioned. The validation model presented by the authors is based on Mislevy et al.’s (2003) 
structure of inference, which was itself based on Toulmin’s (1958, 2003) reasoning for its 
clear organization to convince a specific audience. As such, the authors used the same 
terminology (claim, ground, warrant, backing, and rebuttal) and applied it to each inference 
created in the chain of reasoning to support the proposed claim. 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
Figure 5 clearly illustrates the inference’s internal structure in which the authors  
 
Figure 3.3 illustrates the inference’s internal structure in which the authors “connect 
claims and observations through a web of inference” (Mislevy et al., 2003, p. 11) in the chain 
of reasoning. It allows the assessment argument, which starts from the data observation 
(“Ground” in the above figure), to reach the claim. Mislevy et al. named this non-traditional 
Warrant 
 
Backing 
 
Claim 
Rebuttal 
 
Ground 
Figure 3.3 Toulmin’s Diagram for the Structure of Arguments (1958), adapted by Mislevy et 
al. (2003) 
SINCE 
UNLESS 
SO
O 
BECAUSE OF 
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configuration as “reverse reasoning” (2003, p. 11) since the display is more inductive than 
deductive. The claim expresses the proposal that researchers want to support with data. In 
language assessment, the claim could be a statement regarding a particular language ability 
from a student. The data involves observations regarding the claim being made. The data is 
assimilated, for instance, to the student’s participation in a test assessing oral production. The 
warrant represents the justification (e.g., an established procedure, a generalized principle) 
for the inference made from the data collected to establish a particular claim. The warrant 
allows for further reasoning and deduction, and according to Mislevy et al., “a strong warrant 
such as a syllogism tells us to expect an outcome with certainty.” (2003, p.12) To be strong, 
the warrant depends upon backing, which can be provided by research data, scientific 
theories, or even teaching experience. In other words, the backing underlies how the evidence 
confirm the assumptions to support the warrant. Finally the rebuttal stage – alternative or 
counter explanation as Kane (2006) and Mislevy et al. (2003) labeled it – regarding the data 
collected is necessary to qualify the inference. In this stage, the specifications of exceptions 
indicating the conditions under which the warrant would not apply are displayed. As a 
consequence, the rebuttal will or will not entail the validation of the inference presented. 
In addition to the adoption of  Toulmin-Mislevy’s structure for the inferences, 
Chapelle et al. (2008) kept Kane’s bridge metaphor (Tukey concept) and extended it in order 
to better fit the argument made for the new TOEFL IBT scores and interpretations use. As a 
consequence, the number of inferences in the interpretive argument was enlarged (six in 
total), as well as the necessary steps for the interpretive argument, in order to better represent 
the construct chosen for the TOEFL IBT. Figure 3.4 illustrates these modifications and, as a 
single narrative, lays out every step that has to be asserted for the claim regarding test score 
interpretations and uses for the new TOEFL IBT framework.  
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Figure 3.4 The TOEFL IBT Interpretive Argument, from Chapelle et al. (2008) (the stages 
and inferences in grey added from Kane’s three bridge argument)  
 
 
From Kane’s model (three-bridge argument, 1999), the TOEFL IBT interpretive 
argument displays three more steps, which entails three additional inferences. Chapelle et al. 
(2008) added the target domain stage in which the domain intended to be measured is 
specified, and thus creates the domain definition inference, which indicates the link between 
the linguistic domain under investigation and the test takers’ performance in that domain. The 
second stage supplemented in this TOEFL framework concerns the theoretical construct. In 
Kane’s previous publication, the construct is mentioned as explanation of the test language 
development; however, it is not included in the bridge representation. The construct is the 
language proficiency theory adopted for the language test under construction. As a 
consequence, the extrapolation inference linked to the construct reinforces the connection 
between observed test performances and the construct. Finally, the last stage added in this 
Domain definition 
Target Domain 
Warrant 1 
Assumptions 
Since 
Evaluation 
Observation 
Warrant 2 
Assumptions 
Since 
Generalization 
Observed Score 
Warrant 3 
Assumptions 
Since 
Explanation 
Expected Score 
Warrant 4 
Assumptions 
Since 
Extrapolation 
Construct 
Warrant 5 
Assumptions 
Since 
Utilization 
Target Score 
Warrant 6 
Assumptions 
Since 
Test Use 
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figure is the test use, which refers to the test consequences for the test takers. The utilization 
inference connects the target score to the decisions about the test takers. In 2005, Bachman 
used this inference, and that is the reason why Chapelle and al. (2008) used the same label for 
it. To conclude, the first asset of Chapelle et al.’s publication (2008) lies in the TOEFL IBT 
framework display. As demonstrated above, the authors succeeded in presenting, in a unique 
architecture, the key elements from the past research associated with a current view of LT in 
order to justify the proposed claims regarding the TOEFL IBT.  
The second advantage of this book lies in the illustration of this framework. In fact, 
each chapter anatomizes each step of the interpretive argument, where the systematic 
empirical research and the explanation of the framework chosen form the validity argument. 
The authors have succeeded in providing a real and very precise illustration of how language 
testers work, and have provided guidance for future test developers to reach test validity.  
As a consequence, while promoting a model on validity research, the authors specified 
the language test designers’ reasoning at every stage of their work from the test architecture 
(i.e., test blueprint) of the TOEFL IBT exam to the test delivery, including a test justification 
for its valid application of test score interpretations and uses. Chapelle et al. (2008) attempted 
to provide a different organization regarding the argument-based approach to validity, but the 
content is very similar to the previous research. In this publication, the authors guide 
language testers not only to collect backing data appropriately, but also to draft a coherent 
interpretive argument demonstrating a high quality standard with a sufficient amount of 
supporting evidence and with counter evidence appropriately weighted. Thus, it is a very 
useful illustration of how test design, test implementation, and test operationalization of the 
language assessment under development comes into place. To conclude, Chapelle et al. 
(2008) succeeded in more accurately representing an abstract unified model (test validity) in 
the LT field and a more concrete and objective approach (argument-based framework) where 
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the model of research advocated by the LT researchers help neophyte language testers to 
grasp this complex validity inquiry. 
 
Xi 
Various perspectives on the validity paradigm have been presented so far, and diverse 
validity considerations have been discussed. Bachman and Palmer (1996) focused on the test 
usefulness, whereas Kane (1992, 2006), Kane et al. (1999), and Chapelle et al. (2008) 
centered their work on the framework organization of the argument-based approach. The 
focal point of Xi’s investigation, on the other hand, aligns with test fairness. She developed a 
fairness argument in which potential fairness-based questions would be identified and 
evaluated with regards to test score interpretation and use. To complete this overview of the 
validity paradigm, it is important to also consider fairness, as argued in the six-step approach 
proposed by Xi (2010), where fairness and validity are used in a common framework.   
In her first step (Domain Definition), or sub-argument, Xi (2010) mentions that “[t]he 
relevant fairness issue is whether test tasks are equally relevant to and representative of the 
sub domains for different test taker groups” (p. 158). Evidence such as inter-correlations with 
other measures will suggest that the domain chosen explains the test takers’ performance on 
the test under investigation. Under the modern paradigm of test validation arguments 
(Toulmin, 2003; Mislevy et al, 2003; Chapelle et al. 2008), this would form the grounds for 
the argument.  
In the second stage of her framework (Evaluation), Xi refers to the fairness concern 
towards score variation across groups, which might be introduced by numerous factors such 
as inappropriate test content, inconsistent test administration procedures, and rater bias. 
Evidence from the test takers’ performance on a given test will represent the domain chosen, 
and potentially some inconsistencies might arise, which could possibly be attributed to 
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factors that are irrelevant to the construct tested. In the modern paradigm of test validation 
arguments, this would be affiliated with the warrant, with backing, and with potential 
existing rebuttal level. 
For her third inference (Generalization), Xi (2010) argues that “[w]hen score 
generalizability differs across sub-groups, additional investigations are needed to reveal 
whether the factors causing the difference are construct-irrelevant.” (p. 162) To the extent 
that it is possible, data analyses and interpretation for a specific test will return to and re-
consider generalizability toward other similar tests where the same domain is assessed. In the 
modern paradigm of validity argumentation, this would constitute an anticipatory rebuttal.  
The fourth step in Xi’s validity argument (Explanation) supports the previous points, 
and, according to her, it should be linked to a theoretical interpretation (i.e. the construct, the 
theoretical skill) of such scores. The construct used in the test developed should correspond 
to the domain of language in which testers want to assess language learners. In the modern 
paradigm of validation arguments, this reasoning recapitulates the schema that Chapelle et al. 
(2008) presented in Figure 1.1 (p. 3), where the construct is linked to the test scores.   
Each language assessment should, to a certain degree, illustrate the representativeness 
of the assessed construct (Extrapolation), thus reflecting the specific domain under 
evaluation. In the modern paradigm of validity argumentation, this would also constitute an 
anticipatory rebuttal; another counter-argument against the test under development would be 
that it is not representative of the domain specified.  
Finally, Xi’s last stage (Utilization) demonstrates that there is evidence that the 
language-test results are “relevant, useful, and sufficient” (2010, p.157) to determine the level 
of L2 ability. In the modern paradigm of validity argumentation, this is another example of an 
anticipatory rebuttal; a final counter-argument against the test may be that too much of the 
placement decision rests on a single test.  
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To conclude this section that focuses on the test validity paradigm, several major 
scholarly contributions to test validity – Bachman and Palmer (1996), Kane (1992, 1999, and 
2006), Chapelle et al. (2008), and Xi (2010) – have been presented. First, Bachman and 
Palmer’s work (1996) has been introduced by explaining that their validation model was 
based on test usefulness. Then Kane’s framework (1992, 1999, and 2006) has been displayed 
as a pragmatic approach to validation by providing clear guidelines. Chapelle et al. (2008), 
who embedded Mislevy et al. and Kane’s approach, created an integrative framework that 
assembles both of the strengths of each model while creating a new framework for this test 
validity inquiry.  Finally, Xi’s sub-argument model explained the procedures to follow in six 
steps in order to construct a successful validity argument that also takes fairness into 
consideration. Table 3.3 summarizes the main points that each author makes to the validity 
paradigm, beginning with Messick’s (1989) original contributions.  
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Table 3.3 Validity and Validation across Time 
 
Messick 
Bachman and 
Palmer 
Kane Chapelle et al. Xi 
 
Unitary concept of 
Validity 
The association of 
the different kind 
of evidence related 
but not limited to 
test content, test 
structure, 
generalizability, 
external validity, 
test consequences, 
etc. 
 
Validity is an 
"evolving 
property and 
validation is a 
continuous 
process" 
(Messick, 1989, p. 
13). It is also a 
matter of degree. 
 
Validity 
framework: two 
interconnected 
facets of validity: 
(1) Testing 
justification 
(evidential and 
consequential 
basis) 
(2) Testing 
function /outcome 
(need to consider 
score 
interpretation and 
use) 
 
 
 
Their validity 
framework was 
named “Test 
Usefulness” 
instead of the 
over-arching term 
of “validity” 
 
Test Usefulness is 
perceived as a 
metric which 
equals reliability 
+ construct 
validity + 
authenticity + 
inter-activeness + 
impact + 
practicality 
 
Test usefulness is 
a function of all 
the existing 
qualities of the 
test, which are 
interrelated and 
contribute to the 
overall usefulness 
of the test.  
 
He provides a 
pragmatic and 
organized 
application for 
validation 
research with 
guiding principles. 
His argument-
based approach 
exposes three 
needs: (1) explicit 
statement of the 
proposed scores 
interpretations and 
uses (2) extended 
analysis for 
validation (3) 
consider 
alternative 
interpretations 
 
The core of the 
argument-based 
approach includes 
two types of 
arguments:  
(1) interpretive 
argument (chain 
of inference with 
the three-bridge 
inference) 
(2) validity 
argument  
 
“the validity 
argument is to 
provide an overall 
evaluation of the 
evidence for and 
against the 
proposed 
interpretation” 
(2006, p. 29) 
 
They present an 
argument-based 
approach revisited 
They adopted 
Toulmin’s model 
based on 5 steps: 
 Ground 
 Claim 
 Warrant 
 Backing 
 Rebuttal 
 
They also adapted 
Kane’s three-
bridge inference 
by expanding on 
it. 
 
They organized 
their arguments in 
terms of the 
assumptions and 
evidence 
associated with 
six types of 
inferences:  
(1) domain 
evaluation,   
(2) evaluation,  
(3) generalization,  
(4) explanation, 
(5) extrapolation, 
&  
(6) utilization. 
 
Validity argument 
= chain of 
inferences 
centered on test 
fairness 
 
6 different fairness 
issues : 
(1) Domain 
definition 
(2) Evaluation 
(3) Generalization 
(4) Explanation 
(5) Extrapolation 
& 
(6) Utilization 
 
“This conceptual 
approach allows 
the extent of 
fairness 
explorations to be 
expanded and 
clarified, taking 
advantage of the 
well-defined 
framework for 
validity.” (Xi, 
2010, p. 167)  
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From Messick’s (1989) perspective, it is interesting to examine how his unitary 
framework on validity has driven test developers’ reflection. Each language testing scholar who 
followed Messick used and enhanced this ongoing process in which each language tester seeks 
test validity evidence. Those pieces of evidence are fundamental since they ensure that the test 
under development remains appropriate, suitable, and relevant over time for the intended use of 
the test as well as for the targeted test takers.  
With these four post-Messick contributions, it has been noticed that each time the 
validation process is not straightforward or presented in the same way. Instead, it can be 
perceived as an ongoing practice, which includes many components that are fairly similar. These 
components involve the test content, the test scoring procedures, the test users, the test impact, 
the test generalization and so forth. But the main goal remains the same: to present a claim that 
entails the meaning and use of test scores and for which researchers need to present supporting 
evidence.  
This ongoing process has been sometimes adopted (Bachman & Palmer, 1989, from 
Messick, 1989; Chapelle et al., 2008, from Mislevy et al., 2003, and Toulmin et al., 1958, 2003) 
and sometimes adapted (Chapelle et al., 2008, from Kane, 1999), but the objective stays similar 
and represents the interpretive argument, albeit from another perspective. Validation is then 
perceived as providing evidence to strengthen the proposed claim about a test, drawn from test 
takers’ performance, to justify its relevance and utility while taking into consideration its 
intended impact on and consequence for stakeholders. It represents the main goal of any 
language tester. Moreover, the interpretive argument constitutes the current standard in language 
testing for the validity paradigm. In conclusion, as demonstrated in this section, validation is 
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extensive work, but thanks to the different approaches discussed above, this labor in LT seems 
demystified, less intimidating, and more accessible considering these scholars’ contributions.  
 
3.3  Test Specifications  
 
Another important approach, which is present in any language test development 
regardless of the stakes of the test (i.e., high stake test vs. low stake test), is the test specification. 
 
Table 3.4 Test Specification vs. Argument-Based Approach to Validation 
 
Test Specification Argument-Based Approach to Validation 
1. There are different styles, not a 
single true way of proceeding 
(Alderson et al., 1995, Bachman and 
Palmer, 1996, “make your own 
recipe”, Davidson and Lynch, 2002) 
2. Every LT scholar uses it 
3. Enhance clarity concerning the test 
development and use 
4. Suited for linking teaching and 
testing, but also testing and research 
5. Unity in diversity (Davidson and 
Lynch, 2002) 
6. Inclusive model of test 
development, open, reflective 
7. Test impact has an important place 
in this approach 
8. This approach entails the use of 
different components  
9. It is a test development approach 
1. There are different approaches, not 
a single true way of proceeding 
(different guidelines have been 
provided by Bachman and Palmer, 
Kane, Chapelle, and Xi) 
2. Every LT scholar needs it 
3. Enhance clarity concerning the test 
scores interpretations and use 
4. Suited for linking inferences and 
appropriate test interpretations and 
uses 
5. Unitary concept (Messick, 1989) 
6. Inclusive model of test validity, 
broad, reflective 
7. Test impact has an important place 
in this approach 
8. This approach entails the use of 
different components  
9. It is a test validity approach  
 
 As can be seen in Table 3.4, the test specification approach and the argument-based 
approach to validation are two different approaches in LT; however, they share several common 
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points. It is certainly because of these similarities that the test specification approach possesses a 
very imposing standing in LT research. 
 
3.3.1  Test Specifications: Definition 
 
 A test specification is a detailed document, most of the time confidential, that provides a 
clear and official statement about the test functions (i.e., what the test tests and how it does it). 
As Davidson and Lynch named it, the test specification – also called “spec” – is “the chief tool 
of language test development” (2002, p. 3). This document, also named blueprint by other 
scholars, communicates practical information to a diverse audience. The released information 
specifies the aim(s) of the test: What is its purpose? What is the content to be covered? What 
methods are to be used? How many parts does the test have? How long does the test take? Who 
are the targeted test takers? The test specification provides guidelines to respond to these 
questions and it is written for a wide range of audiences. In doing so, this document provides an 
understanding of the test scores and thus contributes to the evidence of test validity, but it also 
allows for the generation of equivalent tests, which is one of the primary goals of such 
documents. The specificity of the test specification also lies in the fact that this document is 
written for a large group of people. In fact, test and items writers, researchers, testers, teachers, 
and program directors are directly affected by this document. It is because so many readers have 
access to this testing instrument that its role is central in the test construction and evaluation 
process. By being clear to a wide audience, the test spec reinforces its impact on test validity as it 
allows achieving “valid inferences along the range of scores.” (Davidson and Lynch, 2002, p. 9) 
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Hence, the test specification has multiple impacts. It provides clear guidelines to test designers 
and precise and useful information to various test stakeholders, and it contributes to test validity. 
 
3.3.2  Origin of the Test Specification 
 
 Each group of researchers discussed below asserts that the test specification is far from 
being a new concept. However, Davidson and Lynch (2002) provide very useful background 
information about it. They mention that the term “specification” appears to come from the 
industrial sector, where the term ‘specification’ refers to a “factory product or engineering 
objective” (p. 4). Hence, the term was adapted for language test purposes. The earliest use of this 
term appeared in 1929 by Ruch in the educational assessment literature. Davidson and Lynch 
(2002) note that at that time the term definition was very close to the current one. Back then, a 
specification aimed “to provide an efficient generative blueprint by which many similar instances 
of the same assessment task [could] be generated” (p. 4).  
The same authors explain the close link between the test specifications23 and the 
criterion-reference measurement (CRM) – a paradigm used in psychometrics – and its three 
internal properties. The CRM refers to the meaning of the test taker’s language abilities, and the 
correspondence between what a language learner is capable of and the “underlying continuum of 
achievement” (p. 6). Thus, the test specification has its roots in the psychometric field, but its 
principles have three major characteristics. Davidson and Lynch refer to them as “iterative, 
consensus-based, [and] specification-driven testing” (p. 7). The feedback exchange that takes 
place during the test specification development – illustrating the test spec’s iterative property – is 
crucial since it is this feedback that develops and enhances the spec over time. Consensus-based 
                                       
23 See glossary in Appendix M 
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refers to the quality of the dialogues and debates embedded in the feedback received. According 
to the authors, those should not come from a top-down direction; on the contrary, these dialogues 
should result from negotiations. Finally, specification-driven designates “an efficient generative 
recipe” (p. 7) symbolizing the more abstract level of discussion, which is reached by promoting 
communication between the diverse ranges of spec actors. To sum up, despite the fact that the 
test specification has its origin from the industry and later in the educational assessment field, 
over time it has kept its basic properties, where clarity and inclusiveness remains its driving 
forces. 
 
3.3.3 Different Models 
 
In the language testing literature, there are currently three major models of test 
specification. Each of them will be presented in a chronological order, showing their intrinsic 
configuration and pointing out their advantages. 
 
Alderson, Clapham, and Wall’s (1995) Model  
 
 As mentioned above, the test specification is written for various audiences, and as such, 
Alderson et al. (1995) decided to take this element as a key to shape their model of blueprint. 
According to them, the spec should vary in terms of content and format due to the diverse public 
who will read it. Hence, Alderson and his associates created their test specification model based 
on three subcategories – one for each audience: the test writers, the test validators, and the test 
users.  
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 The test specification for test writers is the most developed because, according to the 
researchers, it is this audience that needs the most details concerning the test construction. 
Alderson et al. (1995) organized this test spec according to twelve different questions that handle 
various types of examination, such as the purpose of the test, the learners’ backgrounds, the 
target language, the language skills, and so on (for more details, see Alderson et al., 1995, p. 12-
16).These questions help to guide and keep the test writers focused on their task while provoking 
constant brainstorming on each of these questions in order to address them in the best way.   
Regarding the test specifications for test validators, Alderson et al. (1995) have chosen to 
follow Bachman’s (1990) Framework of Communicative Language Ability and Test Method 
Facets as a frame. According to the authors, each step of test development is based on a theory 
that contains constructs, and as such Alderson et al. (1995) have decided to focus on Bachman’s 
model of language ability/construct. This model, which has been created for test analysis 
purposes, contains two main sections: the communicative language ability and the test method 
facets. The researchers state that the test specification content for test validators will be linked to 
the theoretical framework used. They note that it should also be shorter than the test specification 
developed for the test writers. However, later on, they underline the fact that for validation 
purposes, these test “specifications should be more, rather than less, complete” (Alderson et al., 
1995, p. 19). Thus, it appears that this test specification developed for test validators changes 
only in terms of the details that might not be necessarily useful for the people in charge of 
validating this specification document.  
The last type of test specification is written for test users. In this category, Alderson et al. 
(1995) encompass people with statuses such as language program directors or administrators, 
teachers, and students. This document reflects information that each academic role needs to have 
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access to. For language program directors/administrators, the test specification explains how the 
test created can contribute to the language program. The test spec also examines how the test 
content can be linked to the classroom program and what skills are targeted. Furthermore, this 
document also warns future test users about the test misuses, and by doing so it brings their 
attention to the test characteristics, usefulness, and limitations (Alderson et al., 1995). 
For teachers, the test specification document helps to make links with the syllabus. More 
precisely, the skill descriptions that students should acquire during the semester/academic year 
should be valuable for them if they decide to use the test described. When possible, the 
description of a typical test taker performance at each significant level is encouraged because it 
reinforces the instructors understanding of the test use and enhances the visualization of the 
syllabus connections. The more details the specification provides, the more information teachers 
will obtain about students’ achievement and their language ability for the real word use.  
For students, reading a test specification is very beneficial for various reasons. Being 
familiar with the test format is always positive, and to a certain degree it is reassuring prior 
taking an exam. While it is certain that  the real test items are not disclosed, Alderson et al. 
(1995) affirm that when students can have access to representative examples of test items or a 
representative example of a complete test (including instruction and scoring criteria), it definitely 
enhances students’ understanding of the test and helps them prepare for it. The authors assert that 
in this test specification should also figure, when possible, a description of the appropriate course 
to take prior to taking the test.  In brief, the main goal of this test specification lies in the 
adequate diffusion of information (e.g., test format, test length, test difficulty, test duration, etc.), 
which should enhance students’ understanding of the test and thus improve their performance on 
the test while being fair towards the candidates.  
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 Consequently, in their test specification model, Alderson et al. (1995) paid attention to 
specific types of users by creating a test specification for them. As a result, three main formats 
emerged: one for test writers, one for test validators, and one for test users. Each format has its 
strengths and stems from relevant arguments. One should not forget the check list that the 
authors provide at the end (see Alderson et al., 1995, p.39). In fact, this list can be seen as a 
helpful summary that any reader of test specification, regardless of their category, should consult  
during their test specification analysis. 
 
Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) Model 
Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) blueprint definition diverges from the previous model 
since they focus especially on test usefulness. Indeed, they posit test specification as a built-in 
part of their model, which focuses on the test usefulness. In the same way as Alderson et al. 
(1995) did, Bachman and Palmer present test specification as a “detailed description of the 
relevant task characteristics, and provide the basis for writing actual test tasks.” (1996, p. 90) 
Moreover, in their model, they underline the iterative aspect of the blueprint writing, and they 
specify that such a document represents the overall structure of a test and reflects the theoretical 
framework in which the test is built.  
The authors position the blueprint creation as one of their three stages pertaining to test 
development: design, operationalization, and administration. According to them, the test 
blueprint belongs to the second stage, operationalization, which involves the specifications 
regarding the types of task that will be included in the test. Thus, the blueprint is the document 
that denotes how these test tasks will be organized to create the actual test. 
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According to Bachman and Palmer (1996), the test blueprint comprises two main parts: 
the structure of the test and the test task specifications, and both of them are interrelated. The 
first one, the overall test structure, specifies how many sections the test has and how the different 
tasks are ordered to reflect their particular importance and relevance toward the theoretical 
framework chosen. This part also displays the number of tasks and/or items per section of the 
test. The second part, the test task specifications, presents the purpose and the construct of the 
test, how the test is organized in terms of time, the material needed, and location required. This 
blueprint section also provides details about the test instructions, the characteristics of the 
channel used, the test takers’ expected answers, and the scoring system. In brief, these two 
interrelated blueprint components could be summarized as follows: the test task structure 
corresponds to the skeleton of the test, in other words its frame, and the test task specifications 
include the details of the actual components of the test being constructed. 
 
Davidson and Lynch’s (2002) Model 
 The model proposed by Davidson and Lynch (2002) borrows the cooking metaphor to 
explain test specification. The authors have chosen this way of presentation to underline their 
position up front. They make it clear that no best recipe exists to cook a particular dish, the same 
being true for the test spec in language testing. They continue the comparison between cooking 
and test spec development by arguing that both of them reflect the appetite and knowledge that 
people have concerning a special course or a test. Thus, a language test through a test spec “must 
reflect the desires and beliefs [forces that shape the test content] and resource capacities available 
to the educators in its context” (2002, p. 2). 
 88 
 
 Alderson et al. (1995) and Bachman and Palmer (1996) organized their test specification 
with different components. Davidson and Lynch (2002) show a different model that reflects 
Popham’s (1978) model. The authors have chosen to adapt this model since it more accurately 
reflects their will to consider and place the readers (i.e., without particular categorization) as 
their first audience. For them, the spec readers are the main source of creation and inspiration for 
any test spec and blueprint improvement. Thus, by highlighting the different test spec users, 
Davidson and Lynch’s test specification approach is similar to Alderson et al. (1995)’s vision, 
but they also diverge on this same component. According to Davidson and Lynch (2002), all 
readers should have access to the same blueprint since it is this diversity of observations that 
enhances and provokes the iterative and specification-driven properties of such document. In 
Davidson and Lynch’s (2002) model, the main actors in a test spec creation are the readers, 
regardless of their academic position. 
 By adopting Popham’s model (1978), Davidson and Lynch (2002) organize their test 
specification around five components. (1) The general description consists of providing a broad 
statement of the language ability to be tested. In this section the particular skill assessed can also 
be mentioned. (2) The prompt attributes refers to a meticulous description of what test takers will 
do when taking the test. (3) The response attributes provides a detailed description of the 
language learners’ answers to the test. The authors define two types of research attributes. The 
first one is the answers proposed to students (e.g., multiple-choice question). The second type 
provides a detailed description of the possible answers from students and the scoring criteria are 
explained. (4) The sample item is an illustration of the task. In other words, the sample item 
exemplifies what a test that follows the test spec guidelines can look like. Finally, (5) the 
specification supplement is the component that provides more details about the item 
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construction, especially after the test spec readers’ feedback and pilot testing (for a more detailed 
description of these components, see p. 14). These stages are interrelated, and have the goal of 
enhancing clarity in the test development. An illustration of this test spec, provided in Figure 3.5, 
reflects the ongoing process between the different stages of the model and the iterative feedback 
that represents the test-driven effect explained earlier. 
 
Figure 3.5 The Role of Test Specifications in Stages of Test Development (Source: from 
Davidson and Lynch, 2002, p. 15, adapted from Davidson and Lynch, 1994, p. 729)  
 
In brief, Davidson and Lynch’s (2002) model of test specification is made up of five 
components, and all of them are linked by an ongoing process that characterizes this multi-stage 
test development.  
 As discussed above, each model of test specification in LT has its own properties. 
However, Davidson and Lynch’s (2002) model displays a particular asset that other models do 
not: the mandate. The authors define this concept as a “combination of forces which help to 
decide what will be tested and to shape the actual content of the test” (p. 77), in other words the 
mandate is “the source of any new test” (p. 78). They present two types of mandate, internal and 
external, and each of them can be further divided into two subcategories. The internal mandate 
can be motivated by either a) people that are in regular contact with the test, or b) people that are 
embedded in a pedagogical and/or research setting who perceive a need for a change in the 
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theoretical base for teaching, assessing, and/or language learning. By contrast, the external 
mandate is instigated by either a) people who do not have regular contact with the test, but use its 
direct properties such as the test results for classroom placement, or b) people motivated by 
external forces such as the financial cost involved in the development of such an assessment 
instrument. Davidson and Lynch mention that the combination of these mandates is possible 
since a broad range of different tests can exist. Hence, it is logical that the mandate can take 
several shapes. The test mandate answers the following question: Where does this test, including 
its test spec and development, come from? However, despite being a substantial starting point in 
any blueprint, Davidson and Lynch underline that the mandate is also an interpretation of a 
combination of multiple influences, and as such it remains malleable through the test spec 
evolution.   
In conclusion, the test specification model that Davidson and Lynch (2002) propose 
presents some similarities with the model introduced earlier (i.e., Alderson et al., 1995 and 
Bachman & Palmer, 1996); however, these scholars distinguish themselves with a key distinction 
that is the mandate. In fact, this first stage in the test specification has a unique, even versatile, 
role in the test development. It not only represents a starting point in any test blueprint, which 
helps to guide the spec writers in their work, but also possesses this adjustable property that 
depends on the other test specification stages’ evolution. As a result, the mandate is not set in 
stone, and is interrelated with the test blueprint. As such, it reflects the intrinsic property of a test 
specification, which is to evolve through the diverse stages and according to the group dynamic 
created by the spec readers.  
The EIT created within a dual faceted setting (research and institutional) has its roots in 
language testing standards. The EIT was built thanks to the development and use of a test 
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specification, which constitutes one piece of validity evidence for the validation of the EIT. In 
chapter 4, the EIT test specification will be defined in regard to its implementation at the 
university level, and it will also be illustrated. This explanation of the EIT test specification will 
present it as an important document that guided this language test development.  
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CHAPTER 4 METHODOLOGY 
 
One of the main goals of this research is to create a validity report by which the test under 
development for this dissertation (i.e., the EIT) will be shown to provide evidence of validity, 
reliability, and practicality as a supplement assessment tool that can measure French proficiency 
for both placement and research purposes. To do so, it is essential to present each step followed 
in the design and administration of the EIT within a validity argument perspective.  Hence, this 
chapter presents various pieces of evidence of validity for the EIT under construction. It 
describes the adopted research design, including the people who helped develop the test, the test 
takers, the data collection procedures, and the criteria used for the scoring system. The results 
presented provide preliminary evidence for the validity, reliability, and practicality of inferences 
and actions based on the EIT.  
 
4 Methodology  
 
To understand how the EIT has been created, it is important to first introduce an essential 
component that has been used in this test development: the test specification. The design of this 
EIT entails detailed test specifications, an idea proposed by Popham (1978). A test specification 
is an important document that is designed and enhanced thanks to an ongoing dialogue between 
several people of diverse expertise (i.e., scholars, instructors, test takers, stakeholders) who agree 
to share their point of view about the EIT content and methodology. A test specification (also 
called “Test-Spec” or even more simply “Spec”) is a generative blueprint that displays guiding 
language and examples (Fulcher and Davidson, 2007). Its main goal is to allow test users to 
understand the test’s skeleton to be able to build similar items thanks to this ‘road map’. 
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This dissertation adopts the test specification model from Davidson and Lynch (2002), as 
this model provides an essential component in language test development: the test mandate. In 
fact, it is this specific concept that has driven the language test development presented here, and 
as such, this dissertation uses this concept to shape the validity report presented in this document. 
The mandate of the present test development is multifold. Many French SLA researchers at the 
University of Illinois currently use a cloze test that assesses students’ reading and writing skills 
only. On the other hand, to place French learners into classes, the Department of French at the 
University of Illinois uses an online placement test that also assesses students on the written 
modality. Thus, to enhance this French global assessment, there is a need for an additional test 
that could assess French listening and speaking skills. Such a test should match the current 
French teaching method—employing the communicative approach that uses the four skills—with 
the placement testing linked to it (internal and external mandates). Moreover, this new test 
should enhance research in the French SLA domain by providing a means to assess listening and 
speaking proficiency (internal mandate). The format of this test has been chosen with regard to 
external forces, such as the effectiveness and the financial cost that would be appropriate for the 
present situation at the University of Illinois. These forces represent the external mandate of the 
EIT. 
As a consequence, this doctoral research presents a blend of internal and external 
mandates. The following subsection depicts how this language development research has been 
structured to meet this multifold mandate.  
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4.1  Initial EIT Construction Design of the French EIT 
 
 The present test is a task that uses the aural/oral channel, and to some extent the visual 
channel as well, to assess the proficiency of French learners. The mode of assessment is 
productive since it is based on the repetition of a set of sentences meticulously designed to reflect 
specific vocabulary and grammar structures of the target language, French. During this task, 
students are expected to demonstrate their ability in French, in both aural comprehension and 
oral production, to then be placed adequately (in addition to the cloze test or FPT) into 
appropriate proficiency levels in French SLA research or in French classes. This French EIT has 
been created for an American university setting. To understand its construction, the different 
steps that have been “chaperoned” by the test spec will be now displayed.  
 
4.1.1 Materials  
 
As any language test development built within the LT tradition, the present French EIT 
has been created with a test specification. Several versions of this test spec have been crafted 
over time, improving the explicitness of the general objectives of the EIT, the test content (i.e., 
the sentences used in the EIT), the test management (i.e., test design and test administration), and 
the rating system. The current version of the test spec, embedded in this dissertation, is the sixth 
version. (See Appendix C) This evolutionary approach to spec development is a useful source of 
validity evidence (Li, 2006). 
The sentences that made up the French EIT were based on the work of Ortega et al. 
(2002). Her thirty English sentences (see Appendix D) were first translated into French and 
codified in terms of specific French attributes, such as tense, mood, gender agreement, and so 
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forth, to adequately represent the French language. Twenty additional items were then crafted 
from the test spec in order to have a larger set of sentences and better represent the target 
language domain, French. Each sentence was codified in terms of its grammatical properties (see 
Table 4.1 for more details). 
 
Table 4.1 French Attributes Used for the EIT Sentences Construction 
 
Sentence 
Attributes 
Explanation & Examples 
Sentence 
type 
(1) Declarative, (2) Interrogative, (3) Exclamative, (4) Negative, (5) 
Imperative, (6) Interro-negative, (7) Subordinate, (8) Interro-inversion, 
(9) “Est-ce que” question 
Pronoun 
presence 
feature 
(1) Subject pronoun (e.g., je, nous), (2) Direct object (e.g., la, le), (3) 
Indirect object (e.g., me, leur), (4) Accentuated pronoun (e.g., elles, eux), 
(5) Reflexive pronoun (e.g., me, te) 
Modifier 
presence 
feature 
(1) Adjective, possessive adjective (e.g., grand, ses), (2) Preposition (e.g, 
sur, dans), (3) Adverb (e.g., autant, avant), (4) Relative pronoun (e.g., qui, 
que) 
Idiomatic 
expression 
(e.g., il pleut des cordes ‘it is raining cats and dogs’) 
 
Tense & 
mood 
(1) Present, (2) Past (e.g., imparfait, plus que parfait, passé composé, passé 
simple, passé antérieur), (3) Futur (e.g., future proche and futur simple), 
(a) Indicative, (b) Subjunctive 
Length 
Short, approximately < 8-12 words> 
Medium, approximately < 13-17 words > 
Long, approximately < 18-22 words > 
Phonological 
change 
(1) Feminine nouns (e.g., chatte), (2) Phonological reduction (e.g., Est-ce 
que, redevenir), (3) Irregular plural noun (e.g., fumeuses), (4) Plural article 
(e.g., les, des), (5) Adjectives (e.g., bonne) 
 
As previously mentioned, this dissertation on the EIT was linked to Yeonsook Yi’s 
dissertation “Implementing a Cognitive Diagnostic Assessment in an Institutional Test: A new 
Networking Model in Language Testing and Experiment with a New Psychometric Model and 
Task Type”, which used the CDA model. The first step in using CDA was to identify the 
attributes that the test is intended to measure. These attributes were defined by French TAs and 
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language testing experts during a workshop organized for this purpose. Feedback was collected 
from the pilot EIT test takers through the use of a Verbal Protocol Analysis (VPA). The results 
of this workshop and the feedback collected from the test takers on the pilot EIT were used to 
construct (i) test items for the final version of the EIT, (ii) the matrix of attributes for the CDA, 
and (iii) the scoring criteria for the sentences elicited by the EIT. Table 4.1 reflects the attributes 
of the sentences that were created from the diverse collaboration mentioned above. 
The final 50 EIT sentences, which vary in length, grammatical complexity, syntactic 
structure, and vocabulary, were then checked by native speakers of French (among Teaching 
Assistants at the University of Illinois) to see if they sounded correct and natural (see Appendix 
E for the operational test items generated from the test spec). Once the item creation was 
accomplished, the sentences were audio-recorded and digitized using high-quality equipment in a 
sound-attenuated audiometric booth in the Illinois Phonetics and Phonology Laboratory. All 
sentences were recorded on the same day, under the same conditions, and at equal amplitude, and 
ten lists containing these 50 sentences were created to randomize the presentation order to test 
takers in order to avoid any trial order effects. 
 
 4.1.2 Procedures 
 
As mentioned earlier, some researchers asked their test takers to perform an additional 
task after listening to the sentences but before producing them. For example, some EIT 
researchers asked their L2 learners to count until a certain number or to answer a short question 
before repeating the model sentence to avoid any parroting effect (see Erlam, 2006). 
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According to Bley-Vroman and Chaudron (1994), test takers go through the following 
steps while performing the EIT: sentence representation, chunk and storage, and repetition. More 
precisely, while listening to the model sentence, students form a sentence representation based 
on their linguistic knowledge (understanding). Then, they chunk the understood information 
(sentence) into larger units in order to store them in their short-term memory. Finally, when 
prompted to speak, they use these stored chunks to reconstruct the sentence heard. Consequently, 
the more proficient the learners are, the better their linguistic representations are, and thus the 
easier it is for them to chunk, store, and finally produce the sentence. Inversely, the less 
proficient the learners are, the less stable their linguistic representations are, and thus the more 
difficult it is for them to chunk, store, and produce the sentence. For Bley-Vroman and 
Chaudron, this chunking happens at different levels (i.e., phrase, sentence, lexical, and 
phonological) and depends on the sentence length and complexity. As a consequence, test takers 
go through complex tasks while performing the EIT. If an additional task was used while taking 
the EIT, it could create a negative effect and thus could easily overwhelm lower-level learners 
(Ortega et al., 2002). In such a case, involuntary errors could be generated and could potentially 
affect the outcomes of the test.  
For the development of the French EIT design, advanced technology (i.e., the psychology 
software E-Prime; Schneider, Eschman, & Zuccolotto, 2002) has been used to provide a tight 
control for the amount of time that the test takers would have to wait between the offset of the 
auditory sentence and the beginning of their productions. E-Prime has also been used to 
guarantee a systematic test delivery across all test takers. This consistency in language testing 
administration is a valuable element since it provides an important piece of the test validation 
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argument. The reliability aspect of the test development is linked to consistency, but also to 
accuracy of measurement.  
The French EIT design includes a mandatory 3-second delay that test takers have to 
respect before starting to repeat the model sentence heard. This design allows a strict control of 
this waiting time period, and avoids any parroting effect. It also ensures that the test takers are 
not overwhelmed while completing the EIT. The rationale of this delay was based on previous 
studies (Chaudron & Russell, 1990; McDade, Simpson, & Lamb, 1982). Moreover, researchers 
have shown that working memory capacity fills up more rapidly in less advanced L2 learners 
(Baddeley, Gathercole, & Papagno, 1998; Coughlin & Tremblay, 2013; Scott, 1994). Hence, 
there is a link between working memory capacity and proficiency, and that is a relationship that 
is very important for the present study. Indeed, for the EIT test takers, this delay is crucial, as it 
is what puts language learners under a real French testing condition rather than simple mimicry.  
Figure 4.1 illustrates the procedures that were followed during the French EIT in the 
present study. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.1 The EIT Procedure 
1 second 
3 seconds 
(1)                       (2)                  (3) 
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When test takers participate in this language test, the only key they have to use from the 
computer keyboard is the space bar. Test takers start by reading the instructions on the screen. 
Once they finish reading them, they press the space bar to change the screen from the 
instructions to the picture of the speakers (i.e., (1) in Figure 4.1). This illustration calls their 
attention so that they will listen carefully to the sentence in the audio file since they will have to 
understand it in order to be able to repeat it accurately. When the picture of the speakers appears 
on the screen, there is a short delay (1 second) before the audio file starts to play. This is to make 
sure that if test takers move or take a breath this will not interfere with their listening to the 
beginning of the model sentence. After the test takers listen to the audio file, the screen 
automatically changes to a display that features an hour glass (i.e., (2) in Figure 4.1), which is 
seen for exactly 3 seconds. Then, this display disappears and a picture of a microphone (i.e., (3) 
in Figure 4.1) appears. At the same time, a beep sound is heard to let the test takers know that at 
this point they can start repeating the sentence heard. It is very important for the test takers to 
keep in mind that they can listen to each sentence only once, and they have only one attempt to 
repeat each sentence. This choice of only one attempt to repeat is to insure that their efficiency of 
processing is measured and nothing else.   
Slips of the tongue are accepted as long as they are small (e.g. an incorrectly articulated 
syllable). If a slip of the tongue or any other error leads to repetition of a major part of the 
sentence, it is no longer an ‘acceptable’ error and will be penalized (i.e., 0 score will be 
attributed for the produced sentence). In the instructions, test takers are informed that they will 
receive no point for any production that contains any rule violation. 
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When students have finished repeating the sentence, they press the space bar to hear the 
next sentence. This cycle (i.e., listening, waiting, and speaking) is repeated for each sentence in 
the task.  
It is important to reflect on a very important point in this design, which differs from 
previous EIT studies. In this French EIT, particular care has been taken not to put French 
learners under too much stress. In French classes, some rehearsal (imitation) exercises are used 
to help students with pronunciation, but these classroom imitation tasks do not involve the 
crucial 3-second time lag of the EIT. The classroom imitation tasks thus differ in nature and level 
of difficulty from the EIT. Keeping this difference in mind, the researcher wanted to reduce the 
test takers’ anxiety as much as possible with this new task format. Hence, students are given the 
opportunity to choose when they are ready to listen to the next sentence by pressing the space 
bar. If they want or need to take a pause before listening to the next sentence, they can. Students 
who have completed the task took full advantage of this test feature, especially after completing 
the practice session.  
The EIT was administered in two blocks, with each block containing an equal number of 
sentences that are similar in length and difficulty. This was purposefully done to prevent fatigue 
in the test takers. From these 50 sentences, ten different lists were generated, with each list 
having the sentences in a different order, to prevent any order effect in the obtained data.  
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4.2 Pilot Testing the EIT 
 
4.2.1 Test Takers 
 
A pilot study for the EIT was launched during Summer 2011, in France and in the U.S., 
on 19 test takers (mean age: 29.84; range: 20-35; 7 males and 12 females) who were native and 
non-native speakers of French. The first EIT test takers (n =12) were native speakers of French 
(mean age: 28; range: 20-35; 4 males and 8 females) from the Aquitaine area in France, more 
precisely from the city of Bordeaux and its surroundings (southwest part of France). These 
French test takers were selected because they have an educational background corresponding to 
the U of I student population (i.e., they had at least a Bachelor’s degree level or were studying 
for it), and they were acquaintances of the researcher (convenience sampling). These native 
French speakers did not speak any languages other than French before puberty, and they all had 
normal or corrected-to-normal vision. In the language background questionnaire they completed, 
none of them reported any hearing problems. Each native test taker lived and was tested in 
France, and each of them was tested in a quiet room to ensure that he or she would not be 
distracted by anything during the language testing process. In addition to these native French 
speakers, seven L2 French learners (mean age: 33; range: 25-45; 3 males and 4 females)—most 
of them highly proficient according to Tremblay’s (2011) Cloze test—were also tested. They 
were all TA’s at the U of I (convenience sampling) studying either at the Master or Ph.D. level (6 
out of 7 were in the Department of French,), and they all had received at least 5 years of French 
instruction and taught French for at least 4 semesters. These L2 French speakers represent a wide 
range of L1 language backgrounds. Some of them were American (n=3), but the majority of 
them were international students who spoke at least one or two languages other than French 
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before puberty: One test taker was a native speaker of Ukrainian and Russian; one test taker was 
a native speaker of Indian English, Marathi, Hindi, and Gujarati; one test taker was a native 
speaker of Dagara; and one test taker was a native speaker of British English. These L2 learners 
of French all had normal or corrected-to-normal vision, normal hearing, and they all took the EIT 
at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign.  
The goal of this pilot study was twofold. First, it was essential to make sure that the 
designed French EIT sentences did not exceed the memory span of the native French test takers. 
Second, in addition to the EIT, native French speakers participated in a Verbal Protocol Analysis 
(Green, 1998). The aim of the VPA methodology was to check the internal structure of the EIT 
test items. This methodology was used in part to prepare the attribute selection (specific 
language skills) and, from them, to construct what is known as a Q-matrix. With the attributes 
and the Q-matrix in hand, the application of a Cognitive Diagnostic Assessment (CDA), a 
statistical model, is feasible.  
The work on the CDA comes from a collaboration with Yeonsook Yi contributed her 
statistical knowledge to explore how the implementation of CDA could benefit this research. 
This collaboration greatly helped the improvement of the EIT test spec. More precisely, specific 
details regarding French attributes were added for the future EIT test developers and this 
enhancement also helped for the interpretive argument, which will be presented in a subsequent 
part of this dissertation.   
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4.2.2 Testing Session 
 
Table 4.2 below illustrates the complete procedures (i.e., Prompt Attributes in the test 
spec) that each test taker went through when he or she participated in this language testing 
research. The following example illustrates a typical test taker’s participation for a test scheduled 
at 4:00 pm.  
 
Table 4.2 EIT Specific Procedures  
 
Procedure Time Explanation 
Delivery Format and 
Materials 
Welcome test 
taker 
4:00 pm 
(1 min.) 
The researcher thanks the test 
taker for coming on time. She 
then explains what will take 
place in the entire testing 
session. 
Oral discussion 
Consent Form 
4:01 pm 
(can vary a 
few 
minutes) 
The test taker carefully reads 
and completes the form, and 
asks questions if necessary. 
Paper and pencil 
Cloze Test 
4:03 pm 
(20 min. 
maximum) 
The researcher provides 
instructions for the cloze test. 
The test taker has a limited 
amount of time to complete it. 
Paper and pencil 
(student can check the 
remaining time thanks 
to a timer) 
EIT explanation 
4:23 pm 
(can vary a 
few 
minutes) 
The researcher stops the test- 
taker if he/she did not finish the 
cloze test and provides oral 
instructions regarding the EIT 
design, emphasizing the three 
main parts of the test: listening, 
waiting, and speaking. 
Oral discussion 
illustrated with 
gestures 
EIT practice 
session 
4:25 pm 
(can vary a 
few 
minutes) 
The test taker reads the 
instructions (identical to those 
provided by the researcher) and 
completes the practice session. 
Computer-based using 
speakers (not 
headphones) for 
listening and head-
mounted microphone 
for the audio 
recordings 
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Table 4.2 EIT Specific Procedures (cont.) 
 
Procedure Time Explanation 
Delivery Format and 
Materials 
“How was it” 
part 
4:29 pm 
(1 min., but 
can be 
longer) 
The researcher asks the test 
taker his/her impression, 
encourages him/her, and 
reiterates some instructions if 
they were not applied properly 
during the practice session. The 
test taker can ask questions one 
last time before starting the real 
test. 
Oral discussion 
EIT first part 
4:30 pm 
(approx. 7 
mins.) 
The test taker completes the 
first part of the EIT (first half 
of the sentences). 
Computer-based using 
speakers for listening 
and head-mounted 
microphone for the 
audio recordings 
Language 
Background 
Questionnaire 
4:37 pm 
(approx. 5-
10 mins.) 
This is a short break during 
which the test taker relaxes and 
fills in a language background 
questionnaire. 
Paper and pencil 
Excel document format 
EIT second part 
4:42 pm 
(approx. 7 
mins.) 
The test taker completes the 
second part of the EIT (second 
half of the sentences). 
Computer-based using 
speakers (not 
headphones) for 
listening and head-
mounted microphone 
for the audio 
recordings 
Acknowledgment 
and reward 
4:49 pm 
End of the test. The researcher 
offers candies to the test taker. 
Oral discussion 
 
The test takers must first complete a practice session (6 sentences) after which they will 
receive feedback from the researcher. It is important that each test taker goes through this 
practice session to become comfortable with the EIT format and equipment (computer and head-
mounted microphone). This practice session acts as a warm-up with the three-step sequence 
(listening, waiting, and speaking) before the actual task and allows test takers to get an idea of 
the level of difficulty of the task. 
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As shown in Table 4.1, each test taker’s participation follows rigorous procedures that 
include several main components. The first one is a criterion measure: a cloze test. The cloze test 
developed by Tremblay (2011) was used as an additional measure of global French proficiency. 
This first independent language assessment tool is crucial for the present research since it is 
thanks to it that evidence that concurrent validity can be established. The concurrent validity 
evidence in this research could be explained as the degree to which the results from the cloze test 
(validated measure of global French proficiency) agrees or correlates with the results from the 
French EIT. These language measures—the cloze test and the EIT—are two types of criterion-
related validity24 evidence. They are taken on the same day for each test taker and share the same 
construct: both target global French proficiency, but one is conducted in the written modality and 
one is conducted in the aural/oral modality. 
The second main component is the focus of this language test development: the EIT. As 
mentioned above, the outcomes from this aural/oral criterion measure will be compared to the 
cloze test and the FPT to see if the EIT measures what it is supposed to measure: French 
proficiency in the aural/oral modality, on the contrary to the aforementioned tests (i.e., Cloze and 
FPT) that asses students on the written modality. 
The third and last main component of this research is the language background 
questionnaire. Test takers participating in this research have a mandatory break half-way through 
the French EIT. This break is organized around the language background questionnaire that each 
test taker completes. This questionnaire is considered a complement for proficiency measures. It 
aims to gather data related to test takers’ previous and current language-learning experience, and 
it also asks students to assess themselves on the four skills (i.e., reading, writing, listening and 
speaking) using a 4 point scale, but this scale has no descriptor that corresponds to each level. On 
                                       
24 See glossary in Appendix M 
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this scale of self-assessment, a score of 1 indicates the beginner level, a score of 2, the 
intermediate level, a score of 3, the advanced level, and a score of 4, the near-native level. 
Usually, test takers take from 5 to 10 minutes to complete the questionnaire. This gives the test 
takers some time to rest from the EIT before they begin the second half of the test.  
 
4.2.3 Verbal Protocol Analysis and Workshop for the Use of Cognitive Diagnostic 
Assessment  
 
During the pilot testing, which took place in Summer 2011, in addition to previously 
mentioned components, test takers were asked to complete a Verbal Protocol Analysis (VPA). 
The organization of the VPA was inspired from Green’s work (1998) and the application of it in 
this research follows from it. After test takers completed the EIT, they had a short break during 
which they were encouraged to drink water, stretch a bit, and eat the home-baked cakes offered 
to them as compensation for their time in this research. Then, they received instructions on how 
to complete the VPA. 
Test takers were asked to answer a series of questions shortly after the EIT was 
completed. They were asked to read each question aloud and answer it aloud as well. For each 
VPA question, multiple-choice answers were provided, but open answers were also possible (see 
Appendix F). To answer the VPA questions, the test takers were asked to elaborate on their 
answer and recall how they were feeling when they were taking the EIT. In other words, the goal 
was to obtain their initial reaction to the sentences in the task immediately without a time lag that 
would have allowed them to prepare their answer. This is why they were asked to perform the 
VPA orally. The VPA questions, developed with Dr. Yi’s help, were constructed to inquire on 
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the internal properties of the EIT stimuli in order to create a Q-matrix of French attributes for 
CDA use.  
The questions were mainly based on length, difficulty, and diction. The test takers were 
asked to answer in their native language—French for the native speakers and English for the 
French learners. A short practice session was organized to train them to think and speak at the 
same time. On average, the test takers took at least 30 minutes to answer all questions. This 
methodology was not easy for the test takers at the beginning; however, after a few sentences in 
the practice session, they adjusted well to the task. 
 To some degree, the CDA model influenced this dissertation research. Thanks to the 
collaborative work with Yeonsook Yi, the internal structure of the test-items was identified in a 
more fine-grained manner and this yielded further validity evidence about the internal properties 
of the EIT items. Dr. Yi’s research focuses on the use of the CDA model, a powerful 
psychometric tool that can provide fine-grained information about test takers’ performance. 
Despite the growing interest in such a measure in the field of educational measurement, no one 
had applied the CDA model to a small-scale test such as this, nor has any researcher provided 
clear guidelines that explain how to proceed when using such a tool at the institutional level. In 
her dissertation, Yi used the CDA model on the EIT numerical outcomes. Her work was based 
on the application of the CDA model as a diagnostic test to provide more insight on second 
language learners’ performance. As a result, not only did Yi attempt to use CDA in a new testing 
environment, but she also succeeded to move two different types of expertise closer, which can 
in turn benefit from each other. 
To define the French attributes (i.e., specific, discretely defined language skills) 
necessary for the CDA application, a workshop was organized at the end of the Summer 2011. 
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Attributes in language can be defined as fine-grained skills. These skills provide indices that can 
be used to be more informative and can establish a diagnostic about the language learners’ 
abilities reflected from the test scores. These skills are usually evaluated as present or absent 
from the test takers’ production in a specific testing setting. For instance, to correctly imitate a 
particular sentence in the EIT, such as “Le livre rouge n’était pas sur la table” (the red book was 
not on the table), there is a set of language skills that must be mastered by the French learner. 
Thus, if a test taker has mastered all the attributes present in this sentence (i.e., past tense 
‘imperfect,’ negation, syntax, vocabulary) it is likely that the French learner will be able to 
accurately repeat this sentence. 
Teaching Assistants (TAs) from the Department of French or who had French-teaching 
experience participated in this workshop. They were selected based on their French-teaching 
experience, but also because they had a wide range of research expertise: from second language 
assessment, psycholinguistic, language code switching, and statistics to conversation analysis 
and 19th century French literature. This workshop had the goal of defining the attributes of the 
EIT sentences for the CDA use. The attribute definition was not an easy task, and to reduce the 
French attributes to only a few categories turned out to be a challenge. As a consequence, 
considerable discussion emerged in regard to the attributes selection. During the workshop, an 
explanation of the French attributes was crafted and the attributes for each EIT sentence were 
identified. The results of this workshop can be found in Appendix G. 
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4.2.4  Results of the Pilot Test 
 
The pilot testing revealed that, even for native speakers, the EIT was an adequately 
challenging test. French native speakers needed to be very attentive to be able to correctly 
complete the task. As planned by the design, the length of the sentences and the short delay 
forced the test taker to use knowledge in their long term memory to repeat the sentence. More 
precisely, the task forced the test takers to use their linguistic representations (stored in their 
long-term memory) to reformulate the sentence in their own words, as the 3-second delay made 
it difficult for them to hold the sentence in its exact form in their short-term memory. It was also 
a very important step because some sentences exceeded native speakers’ working memory 
capacity and thus created an obstacle for native speakers to accurately complete the task. It thus 
created frustration amongst them. Some of the French native speakers started the practice session 
by rushing through the task, as they thought it would be really easy for them, but after few 
sentences they realized that was not an appropriate manner for taking the test. 
The work done on attribute codification for the EIT sentences might have unduly 
influenced the writing process since some sentences did not sound as natural as they should have. 
The working environment (i.e., being in an English-speaking country) may have biased some 
turns of phrases. In that sense, the pilot test was very helpful and modifications were done 
accordingly to resolve this issue.  
The VPA gave important insights on the task design with respect to the stress that test 
takers experienced. The pace at which the French sentences were pronounced was not an issue 
for the native speakers; however, several test takers shared their will to repeat right away. 
Regarding the EIT design, on the one hand, the waiting delay was frustrating for the test takers. 
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On the other hand, they very much liked the possibility of resting between sentences. The 
practice session was definitely beneficial for them, as they could evaluate the challenges of the 
EIT, and the number of sentences for this practice session (n =6) seems to be ideal.  
 
4.3 Revision of the EIT 
 
 4.3.1 Revised Material 
 
The data gathered from the VPA helped validate the appropriateness of the sentences 
used for the EIT. However, even if the majority of the sentences were well received by the test 
takers, a few of them were improved on the basis of both the native French speakers’ 
performance and the VPA outcomes. As a result, several items were modified, with these minor 
adjustments being related to length (which was reduced), syntax, and vocabulary so that the 
sentences would better reflect the register for a more natural style. The modified sentences are 
provided in Table 4.3. 
 
Table 4.3 EIT Sentences Improved after the Pilot Testing 
 
Sentence 
# 
Before the Pilot Testing After the Pilot Testing 
24 
Je ne me suis jamais autant amusée 
que lorsque nous sommes allés à 
l’opéra. 
Je ne me suis jamais autant amusée 
que lorsque je suis allé à la patinoire. 
25 
Le terrible voleur que la police a 
arrêté était très grand et mince.  
La police a arrêté le terrible voleur qui 
était grand et mince.  
30 
Est-ce qu'il y a beaucoup de gens qui 
ne mangent rien du tout le matin? 
Y-a-il beaucoup de gens qui ne 
mangent rien le matin?  
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Table 4.3 EIT Sentences Improved after the Pilot Testing (Cont.) 
 
Sentence 
# 
Before the Pilot Testing After the Pilot Testing 
31 
Marie, prenez votre courage à deux 
mains et vous verrez que cet entretien 
se passera comme une lettre à la 
poste!   
Marie, prenez votre courage à deux 
mains et vous verrez que cet entretien 
passera comme une lettre à la poste!  
32 
Les étudiants sortant de l'université 
avec un Master en poche ont plus de 
chance de trouver un travail que ceux 
qui ont une licence. 
Les étudiants sortant de l'université 
avec un Master en poche ont plus de 
chance de trouver un travail que les 
autres.   
34 
N'êtes-vous pas fatigués après ce long 
voyage en voiture de plusieurs jours? 
N'êtes-vous pas fatigués après ce long 
voyage en voiture de trois jours? 
42 
Laura et Marine, c'est elles qui 
viennent de finir de décorer 
élégamment la petite chambre d'amis. 
Laura et Julie, ce sont elles qui 
viennent de finir de décorer 
élégamment la chambre d'amis. 
46 
Ne penses-tu pas que les réalisatrices 
souhaiteraient lire les comptes-rendus 
du film le plus tôt possible? 
Ne penses-tu pas que les réalisatrices 
du film souhaiteraient lire les 
scénarios le plus tôt possible? 
48 
Allons visiter New York pendant 
deux semaines durant les vacances 
d'été! 
Allons visiter New York pendant deux 
semaines pendant les vacances d'été! 
50 
Les étudiantes Karine, Annabelle et 
Valérie vont continuer de l'étudier à 
l'université de Montréal. 
Les étudiantes Laure et Stéphanie vont 
continuer à l'étudier à l'université de 
Montréal. 
 
 4.3.2 Revised Procedures 
 
Thanks to the feedback gathered, useful insights concerning the intrinsic attributes of the 
sentences have been collected, providing useful information for the CDA and allowing 
suggestions for the EIT design improvement. As a result, the EIT directions changed a bit in that 
test takers who were allowed in the pilot study to repeat each sentence twice (i.e., two attempts 
maximum for each complete sentence) are now allowed  only one attempt per sentence imitation. 
This change is due to the fact that it constituted a validity threat. The EIT attempts to measure 
French proficiency, which includes the ability of test takers to process French. Thus, if students 
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are allowed to repeat a sentence twice, the second production does not offer a legitimate 
representation of student’s ability in French and thus constitutes a counter argument regarding 
the EIT validity based on its design.  Another change concerns the delay between the space bar 
press and the listening of the sentence model. Several test takers suggested to have a short delay 
between these two moments in order to be better prepared to listen to the next sentence. This 
comment was taken into consideration and, as a consequence, a 1-second delay was added in the 
E-prime design of the EIT.  
Toward the end of the Fall 2012 semester, in the interest of optimization of sentence 
segmentation done by the researcher using an automatic script, the test design was modified 
slightly without any changes to the internal structure. Test takers still went through the same 
design (listening, waiting, and speaking) with one additional step: instead of going directly to the 
next sentence by pressing the space bar, students needed to press the space bar twice. The first 
time is to indicate that they have finished repeating the sentence; the second indicates when they 
are ready to listen to the next sentence. Pressing the space bar the first time produces a beep-like 
sound, but the second time does not. This additional step in the design makes it possible for the 
researcher to automatically segment the productions in the audio recordings instead of doing it 
manually. A script is run with the acoustic analysis software Praat in order to annotate and cut 
each sentence produced by each test taker from beep (beginning of sentence) to beep (end of 
sentence). This script was developed by Dr. Christopher M. Carignan, who was at the time a 
Ph.D. student in Linguistics in the Department of French at the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign. This additional step does not affect the task administration in any way, and it is with 
this improved design that the researcher collected data during the Spring 2013 semester to obtain 
equal sample size and complete the data collection.  
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4.4 Running the EIT on a Large Sample of Test Takers 
 
 4.4.1 Test Takers 
 
The test takers who participated in this study were tested through a data collection 
process divided in two parts. A first batch of data was collected (n=100), and a second batch of 
data was collected later (n=100).  The EIT procedures between the two batches were almost 
identical with the exception of one design detail. In the second batch of data, the EIT design 
included an additional step. To hear the next sentence, test takers were asked to press the space 
bar twice instead of once as in the previous design. When test takers finished producing the 
sentence, they were required to press the space bar once. Following this, as soon as they were 
ready to hear the next sentence they were required to press the space bar a second time, which 
initiated the next trial. This design allows the researcher to segment the student’s oral production 
automatically. 
Most test takers were from undergraduate-level French courses and some of them were 
teaching assistants in the Department of French at the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign. The French classrooms were selected mainly because each of them is a prerequisite 
for the level that follows (i.e., FR 101 is the prerequisite for FR 102, FR 102 is the prerequisite 
for FR 103, etc.), but also to observe a wide range of proficiency amongst the French classrooms 
offered at the University of Illinois. In order to include the end of the proficiency spectrum (aside 
from the native speakers who formed the control group), the teaching assistants in the 
Department of French were also tested. More details regarding the test takers will be found in 
chapter 5.  
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4.4.2 Testing Session 
 
During the 2011-2012 academic year a data collection schedule (i.e., Study I) across 
different French classrooms’ level was established. The goal was to obtain a representative 
sample of French learners (from beginner to highly proficient French students) at the University 
of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. By the end of Spring 2012, 150 test takers were gathered, but 
they were not uniformly represented among classroom levels. Thus, the next semesters of Fall 
2012 and Spring 2013 (i.e., Study II) were dedicated to data collection in order to balance the 
sample sizes (n=20 for each sample) based on classroom levels.  
In each of these studies (Study I and Study II), test takers went through the same 
procedures that were illustrated earlier in the pilot testing section (c.f., Table 4.1 EIT Specific 
Procedures) with the exception of the VPA, which was included only in the pilot stage of this 
research, as the outcomes from it were already used to improve the EIT design and for the CDA 
use. 
 Another difference between the two data collections concerns the location of the testing 
sessions. During the collection of the first batch, the EIT mainly took place in the University of 
Illinois Phonetics and Phonology Laboratory, located in the Foreign Language Building (FLB) 
room G90. The EIT was administered in the soundproof booth, which guaranteed a perfect sound 
file quality for the test takers’ audio recordings. However, for the second batch of data collection, 
due to schedule conflicts with other researchers, the testing sessions were instead organized in 
the French Library, located in room 2142 in the FLB. This change of location entailed logistical 
work from the researcher to erase the air conditioning noise in the background of each sound file 
for the test takers’ audio recordings. Nevertheless, despite of this detail, organizing the EIT 
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testing sessions in the French Library turned out to be positive since the researcher succeeded in 
collecting the necessary number of test takers per French classroom (n=20) to have a 
representative set of data. 
 
4.5 Data Analysis 
  
4.5.1 Development of the Scoring Rubric 
 
Assessing the EIT test takers’ productions was an interesting and challenging task to 
conduct. Several rounds of revision were done to reach a suitable scoring system to be used in 
both settings: second language acquisition research and classroom.  Thus, the scoring system 
needed to be broad in scope in order to discriminate among learners in a wide range of French 
proficiency levels.  
In working within the EIT mandate, one of the tasks to achieve was to create a 
measurement scale that could efficiently gauge the test takers’ performance on the EIT. The 
scale sought to provide a clear and efficient description for each score within the scale. This 
choice was made by taking into consideration the test mandate and the raters’ training for the 
EIT scoring. The aim was to create a rating scale that would be sufficiently well developed to 
properly guide the rater’s work. In doing so, the rater training would be then more efficient and 
manageable to organize.   
The French EIT scoring rubric was developed in several stages. First, a polytomous scale 
(0-4) was designed. It used global descriptors and gave corresponding examples to help raters 
assess the test takers’ oral productions (see Appendix H). This scale was elaborated from 
Bachman and Savignon’s paper (1986). However, despite the fact that it was created in the 
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language testing tradition, the scale was modified due to its limited number of levels (0-4). As 
the French EIT had the goal to serve SLA research and classroom settings, its scoring system 
needed to be broader in scope in order to better represent the existing variety in French levels.  
Thus, in response to this limitation, another rating scale was generated. This new scale 
was expanded to a seven point scale (0-6). However, due to the challenge of labeling each score 
level (i.e., 7 different levels to describe), the type of scale was changed to make it more practical 
and easier to use for the raters. This new scale format was made according to the EBB scale 
model based on Upshur and Turner’s work (1995 and 1999) (see Appendix I). The acronym 
‘EBB’ in the name of this scale stands for empirically derived, binary-choice, boundary-
definition (EBB), which represent the constituents of this type of scale. The EBB scales “require 
the rater to make a series of binary choices about features of student performance that define 
boundaries between score levels. They are, therefore, empirically derived, binary-choice, 
boundary-definition (EBB) scales. EBB scales are developed for particular tasks.” (Upshur and 
Turner, 1995, p.6) Nevertheless, it turned out that this scale also presented limitations, 
particularly with regards to the selection of the bolded words on which raters would assess the 
test takers’ performance. How could the scale fairly represent which words would be in bold? 
This was subject to too many arbitrary decisions. As the EIT sentences already represented a 
wide range of difficulty levels, raters should not need to pay particular attention to certain words 
in the sentence; the nature of the scoring criteria (e.g., phonology, morphology, etc.) should have 
them do that automatically. Another concern was the gradation between levels. As much as 
possible, the levels on the scale should be conceptualized as being equidistant (i.e., the distance 
between scores 1 and 2 should be the same conceptually as the distance between scores 2 and 3, 
etc.).  
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Because of these limitations, this format was not kept for the EIT rating.  Hence, the 
scoring system evolved again and went back to the 7 levels (0-6). The current scoring system for 
the French EIT is a seven-point scale (0-6) elaborated on six criteria: meaning, syntax, 
morphology, vocabulary, pronunciation, and fluency. These criteria are all judged important by 
the test developer to assess French proficiency on the aural/oral channel and include all French 
grammatical aspects. Each score on each scale has a specific meaning and the descriptors for 
each level strive to make the distinction between each level. The descriptors for each level of 
each scale were adapted from Bachman and Savignon’s principle (1986).  
The way this rating scale works is as follows.  For each criterion, a score of 0 means that 
the test taker did not attempt to repeat the sentence or has violated the EIT directions (i.e., s/he) 
started before the beep). A score of 6 means the test taker’s oral production corresponds exactly 
to the model sentence. Once the raters understand the meaning of these two scale extremities that 
applies for each criterion (i.e., what a 0 score and a 6 score means), the raters need to understand 
how the remaining parts of the scale work. Score 1 to score 3 describe the level of correctness 
(up until 50% correct) on a particular criterion for the sentence repeated by the test taker. If a test 
taker repeats only half of the sentence, then the rating system follows the same reasoning: (s)he 
will get 50% or less on all criteria. The rationale behind this scoring system is that what is not 
repeated by the test taker is assumed to be incorrect. Score 4 to score 6 describe the level of 
correctness (from more than 50% up to 100%) on a particular criterion for the sentence repeated 
by the test taker. The correctness aspect (i.e., getting the criterion up to 50 % correct, or more 
than 50 % correct for the repeated sentence) appears to be an appropriate and fair facet to use to 
efficiently distinguish the diverse levels in this scoring system (for more details, see Appendix J). 
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Moreover, to make sure the boundaries between levels would be clear for the raters, the test 
takers’ oral productions from the pilot study were used to better shape this rating scale.  
 
4.5.2 Use of ‘Pierceive’ as a Tool for Online Ratings 
 
To efficiently score the test takers’ oral productions, an existing online system was 
designed to facilitate the rating work. The audio-recorded sentences (50 sentences per test taker) 
needed to be assessed by different raters to ensure the validity and reliability of the scoring 
system developed for the French EIT.  For the ratings to be done rapidly and efficiently, raters 
evaluated the productions on the Internet thanks to an online rating software (Pierceive tool), 
which was developed by Liam Moran at the Applied Technologies for Learning in the Arts & 
Sciences (ATLAS). This online scoring system was very useful in that it allowed the researcher 
to hire raters anywhere. Raters read sentences, listened to the corresponding audio-recording 
online by clicking on the “Test taker EIT Sentence” button, and used the arrows to rate the test 
taker according to each of the criteria. Raters could also monitor their listening as they need (i.e., 
they could play the audio file again and again, in its entirety or in part) by using the arrow 
located at the right of the “Test taker EIT Sentence” button. Once the raters assessed the 
sentence, they hit the “Submit button,” which led them to the following sentence. When the test 
taker violated the test instructions (e.g., the student started repeating before the beep sound), the 
rater only needed to check the “Rule Violation” box and moved on to the next sentence. This 
rating tool allowed the raters to work at a place and time of their convenience and also at their 
own pace. For instance, if they wanted to stop rating a test taker and come back later to finish 
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rating this test taker, the online tool Pierceive allowed it. Figures 4.2.a and 4.2.b illustrate the 
online scoring tool instrument.   
 
Figure 4.2.a Screen Capture of the Online Pierceive Rating Tool (top screen) 
 
Figure 4.2.b Screen Capture of the Online Pierceive Rating Tool (bottom screen) 
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4.5.3 Raters and Rater Training  
 
From the three female raters (mean age: 34.6; range: 27-48) hired to rate the EIT, two of 
them were TA’s in the Department of French (nonnative French speakers) and one was a native 
French speaker, currently teaching French as a second language in France. Each of the non-
native raters had a very high level in French and each of the raters had at least 5 semesters of 
French-teaching experience at the university level (for the TAs). The French native rater had 3 
years of teaching experience of French as an L1 (i.e., private elementary school) and 6 years of 
teaching French as an L2 in a private language school working with a pedagogical methodology 
based on the CEFR.  
The rating system for the EIT involved expert judgment by raters who received training 
in using the 7-point scale introduced above. The raters’ training took place during Summer 2012 
and followed the subsequent procedures adapted from Brown (2003, 2012) and Fulcher (2008).  
1) The rating scale was sent to the raters in both French and English to let them choose the 
language in which they wanted to work.  
2) Selected raters were asked to explain how the rating scale worked to the scale designer—
the main investigator of this researcher. 
3) The scale designer explained to the raters how the scale was designed and why, and 
illustrated how to use the scale with an example. 
4) The researcher and raters together rated several sentences to justify the score obtained for 
each sentence, and the online rating tool was shown and explained as well.  
5) The researcher let the raters rate real test takers on their own, checked the first outcomes, 
and did calibration if needed.  
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Based on the rating scale, an explanation of the EIT rating with a real test taker’s oral 
production (see example below TT #222) and the EIT sentence model #20 is as follows.  
 
Sentence #20: J’espère que le temps se réchauffera [ReʃofƏRa] plus tôt cette année.  
Sentence #20 English Translation: I hope it will get warmer sooner this year  
Test taker #222 : “J’espère que le temps [break] heu se réfache [refaʃ] [short hesitation] plus tôt 
cette [hesitation] cette année.” 
 
For the model sentence J’espère que le temps se réchauffera [ReʃofƏRa] plus tôt cette 
année, Test Taker #222 said: “J’espère que le temps [break] heu se réfache [refaʃ] [short 
hesitation] plus tôt cette [hesitation] cette année.” The rating of this test taker oral production 
should correspond to the following. For meaning, a score of 5/6 should be given as only one 
element is missing (e.g., réchauffera), but the general meaning of the sentence is present. For 
syntax, a score of 6/6 should be given as this oral production contains exactly the same syntactic 
structure as the one in the model sentence. Regarding morphology, Test Taker #222 made a 
mistake with the verb tense, which was supposed to be in the future, and said “se réfache” 
instead of “se réchauffera,” thus it is a 5/6. For vocabulary, Test Taker #222 did not repeat the 
correct verb “se réchauffer”; instead, she used “se réfache,” which does not exist in French. The 
score is then lowered to 5/6. For pronunciation, Test Taker #222 lost one point for the 
articulation of “se réfache” instead of “se réchauffera”. Test taker #222 should have said at the 
very least “se réchauffe”, but instead she incorrectly pronounced the open front vowel /a/ instead 
of the mid closed vowel /o/. Finally, for fluency, Test Taker #222 copied the model sentence 
 122 
 
with ease, but she also inserted break and hesitations in her production. As a result, following the 
rating scale, her score on this criterion is 4/6.  
As Brown (2012) explains, rater training is an important stage in the test development. 
For this research, the rater training was very beneficial, as the raters provided comments that 
helped the researcher improve the scoring level descriptors, and the actual rating work thus 
contributes to a better understanding of the scale as well. This training not only allows the raters 
to understand the scoring system, which underlines the construct being tested, but also helps the 
raters to follow the scale with consistency in order to ensure a high degree of reliability for both 
inter and intra ratings purposes. The positive atmosphere created during this training remained 
because even after one month of training, raters did not hesitate to ask questions that arose in 
exceptional cases such as the following ones: “If the test taker speaks English, should I rate with 
a score of 1 since he said something or 0?” (Rater 2, June, 2012). “How should I grade when the 
test taker starts repeating on the beep sound? Should I penalize him/her and get him/her a score 
of 0?” (Rater 1, July, 2012); “If the test taker said ‘emploi’ (employment) instead of ‘travail’ 
(job) should I really take this into account?” (Rater 1, July, 2012) 
In brief, rater training is of primary importance since it explains how the rating scale has 
been created and works. This complete understanding of the rating system is mandatory from the 
raters, as it constitutes one of the bases of the test reliability. Because the research’s expectation 
is to obtain reliable results from raters, a sufficient investment has been made to reach this goal.  
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CHAPTER 5 RESULTS  
 
5 Final Results 
 
5.1 Analyses on the Test Takers’ Means 
  
5.1.1  Descriptive Statistics 
 
 
In terms of descriptive statistics, the original data included 204 learners of French and 20 
native French speakers, but 4 learners of French were excluded because they were outliers (see 
below) resulting in a final data set of 200 learners of French and 20 native French speakers. 
Hence, the data set for this doctoral research is composed of 220 test takers in total. The test 
takers include 200 L2 learners of French (mean age: 20.9; range: 17-32; standard deviation: 3.0; 
variance: 9.2; mode: 19.0; 148 females and 52 males) from various language backgrounds 
(Arabic: n=2; Chinese: n=14; English: n=158 [157 American English and 1 Australian English]; 
Farsi: n=2; German: n=2; Gujarati: n=1; Hungarian: n=2; Italian: n=2; Korean: n=1; Persian: 
n=1; Polish: n=2; Portuguese: n=1; Russian: n=2; Somalian: n=1; Spanish: n=6; Swedish: n=1; 
Tamil: n=1;Vietnamese: n=1) and 20 native French speakers (mean age: 23.25; range: 19-31; 
standard deviation: 2.91; variance: 8.51; mode: 22.00; 15 females and 5 males). All test takers, 
native and non-natives, were tested on the campus of the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign.  They all had normal or corrected-to-normal vision, and few of them (n=5) reported 
hearing impairment. They all took the EIT at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign.  
Native speakers were included as a control group to ensure that they would perform at 
ceiling on the EIT, which they did, thus providing evidence that the EIT is an appropriate task in 
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terms of difficulty. Moreover, they were also evaluated by the raters in order for the rating not to 
be positively skewed. However, as the main focus of this study concerns L2 learners of French, 
only the data from French learners will be reported.   
In order to ensure that the statistical analyses would not be driven by outliers of any sort 
(i.e., test takers and test items), the distribution of the data was inspected visually (i.e., in graphs) 
and productions for which the raters had large disagreements were considered individually. The 
data set contains different types of outliers that are explained as follows. A Type 1 outlier is a 
test taker’s individual production with a mean rating (across raters and scales) that is one 
standard deviation above or below the same test taker’s average mean (across raters, scales, and 
items); a Type 2 outlier is a case of rule violation; and a Type 3 outlier is a case where the test 
taker presents demographic irregularities compared to the other test takers. These outliers (i.e., 
Type 3) were also easily identifiable graphically, as they were located a large distance away from 
the linear regression line, or they were the only data point in a particular graphic area. For Type 3 
outliers, a total of four test takers was removed from the analyses.  
The excluded data points along demographic lines are presented as follows: 1 outlier in 
terms of age (44); 1 outlier in years of French instruction (39); 1 outlier in months of residence in 
a French-speaking environment (44), and 1 outlier in percent use of French (88%). Additionally, 
several analyses were performed with and without taking into account the 0 scores that 
individual productions received when the test taker did not say anything in French. These 0 
scores reflect a perfect agreement between the raters in that all three raters were instructed to 
give 0 scores to all individual productions that did not contain any French. Analyses were 
conducted with vs. without these 0 score means and with vs. without log transforming the data to 
see if these factors would have an impact on the overall EIT results.  These analyses were done 
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so that the EIT outcomes would be based on a normal distribution rather than on a skewed 
distribution. The results demonstrated that neither of these changes (i.e., log-transforming the 
data and excluding the zero scores) drastically impacted the results. Therefore, the researcher 
decided to run the analyses on the original data set mainly because of validity concerns. Hence, 
the zero scores were kept for all subsequent analyses presented below, and the analyses were 
conducted on the raw data without any log transformations. These results also justified the use of 
the 0 scores in the scales to rate the EIT. In addition, test takers who reported having hearing and 
vision issues were closely observed to see if this would have impacted their results, but it was not 
the case.  
As a consequence, 4.78 % of the data in total was excluded from all the analyses, and this 
percentage is explained as follows. The data collected constitutes 204 test takers and represents 
10,200 items in total (204 test takers*50 items=10,200 items). From these 10,200 items, 488 
items were removed, which corresponds to 215 items from Type 1 outliers (2.107%), 73 items 
from Type 2 outliers (0.715%), and 200 items from Type 3 outliers (1.960%). Thus, the number 
of items deleted (k=488) from the total number of items (k=10,200) corresponds to 4.78% of the 
total data. A few more outliers were identified but not removed to remain within the conservative 
limit set by the researcher, which was to not erase more that 5% of the total data. The 
aforementioned statistical analyses on the outliers can be consulted in Appendix K.1 and 
Appendix K.2. 
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5.1.2 Inter-Rater Reliability 
 
The EIT outcomes that will be presented below are the results of the work of three female 
raters (age 48, 27, 29). One of them (Rater 1) is a native French speaker and the other two 
(Raters 2 and 3) are highly proficient non-native French speakers who spoke English as their 
native language. They rated one test taker at a time, and the individual test items for each test 
taker were heard in the order in which the test taker produced them in the EIT. The order of test 
takers to be rated was randomized while ensuring that raters did not consecutively hear test 
takers from the same classroom level. The inter-rater reliability analysis was performed on the 
average ratings across scales. Table 5.1 presents the inter-rater reliability coefficients across test 
takers and across items. 
Table 5.1 Inter-Rater Reliability Coefficients across Test Takers and Items 
 
 Across test takers, scales, and Items 
Raters 1-2 .983 
Raters 1-3 .992 
Raters 2-3 .990 
 
As can be seen in Table 5.1, the averaged ratings of the non-native raters (across test 
takers, scales, and items) correlated highly with those of the native rater (respectively .98 and 
.99) as well as with each other’s (.99).  
The averaged ratings of the non-native raters (across all test takers and items) also did not 
differ significantly from those of the native rater (Rater 1: mean: 3.40, SD: .93; Rater 2: mean: 
3.07, SD: 1.12; Rater 3: mean: 3.38, SD: 1.01). A t-test reported that there is a statistically 
significant difference between Rater 1 and Rater 2 (t (199) =16.881, p<.01), between Rater 2 and 
Rater 3 (t (199) = -23.408, p<.01), but not between Rater 1 and Rater 3; however, the estimated 
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difference in the averaged ratings between the three raters is very small. In light of these results, 
the analyses presented below will focus on the averaged ratings of all three raters.  
 
5.1.3 Test Takers’ Language Background Information 
 
In order to assess French learners who would show a wide range of proficiency levels, 
French students from various French classes were tested. In total, seven different levels were 
gathered and are represented as follows. Level 1 (Beginner French I; n = 20); Level 2 (Beginner 
French II; n = 20); Level 3 (Intermediate French I, n = 19); Level 4 (Intermediate French II, n = 
19); Level 5 (Oral French, Grammar & Composition, and French Phonetics; n = 59); Level 6 
(Critical Writing and Reading, Introduction to French Literature I & II, and Advanced Grammar 
and Style; n = 46) and Level 7 (French Teaching Assistants; n = 19).  
Table 5.2 displays the test taker information regarding their French class affiliations at the 
time of their participation in the study and the number of test takers tested for each classroom 
level.  
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Table 5.2 Test Takers French Classroom Affiliations 
 
Type of 
French 
classes 
Classroom Level Offered at the 
University of Illinois at 
Urbana-Champaign 
Number of French 
Semesters at the 
University Level 
Class  
Levels for 
the EIT 
Number 
Tested 
 
Introductory 
Courses 
 
FR 101 Elementary French I 1 1 20 
FR 102 Elementary French II 2 2 19 
FR 103 Intermediate French I 3 3 19 
FR 104 Intermediate French II 4 4 19 
Foundation 
Courses 
Minor 
FR 205 Oral French 
FR 207 Grammar and Composition 
FR 213 French Phonetics 
≈ 5 minimum or 
above 
5 58 
Foundation 
Courses 
Minor & 
Major 
FR 208 Critical Writing and Reading 
FR 209 Intro. To French Literature I 
FR 210 Intro. To French Literature II 
FR 414 Advanced Grammar and 
Style 
≈ 6 minimum or 
above 
6 46 
N/A French Teaching Assistants N/A 7 19 
 
Table 5.3 presents test takers’ self-reported information linked to their language 
background and their corresponding cloze test scores. 
Table 5.3 Test takers’ Language Background Information, Self-Rating Proficiency in Listening 
and Speaking, and Cloze Test Scores  
 
 Age 1st 
Expo-
sure 
Years 
Instruction 
Months 
Residence 
Percentage 
French Use 
Self-R. 
Listening 
Self-R. 
Speaking 
Cloze 
Mean 13.38 5.50 2.50 11.88 2.03 1.99 17.48 
Mode 14 5 0 5 2 2 14 
SD. 4.88 3.66 5.98 11.42 .88 .84 8.92 
Range 0-30 0.20-18 0-41 0-70 1-4 1-4 1-43 
Note. Age 1st Exposure = Age of first exposure to French; Years Instruction = Years of French instruction; Months 
Residence = Months of residence in a French-speaking environment; Percentage Use = Percent weekly use of 
French; Self-R. Listening = Self-ratings for listening proficiency (/4); Self-R. Speaking = Self-ratings for speaking 
proficiency (/4); Cloze = Cloze test scores (/45). 
 
As can be seen from Table 5.3, especially when looking at the range of each of the 
variables, test takers show a wide range of variability in their experience with French (e.g., first 
exposure, years of French instruction, experience in a French-speaking environment, and 
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percentage of weekly use), their self-rated proficiency in French, and their performance on the 
French cloze test.  
To further examine the relationship among these different variables with classroom level, 
Table 5.4 reports a correlation matrix of these variables. The averaged EIT scores will be 
correlated to these variables later in this section. 
Table 5.4 Correlation Matrix for Test Takers’ Language Background Information, Proficiency 
Self-Ratings, Classroom Levels, and Cloze Test Scores 
 
 
Age 1st 
Exposure 
French 
Years 
French 
Inst. 
Class 
Level 
% W. 
French 
Use 
Months 
French 
Envir. 
Self-R 
Listening 
Self-R 
Speaking 
Cloze 
Test 
Age 1st 
Exposure 
French 
1        
Years 
French 
Inst. 
-.602** 1       
Class 
Level 
-.420** .664** 1      
% W. 
French 
Use 
-.137 .277** .352** 1     
Months 
French 
Envir. 
-.149* .346** .422** .222** 1    
Self-R 
Listening 
-.431** .681** .775** 
-
.394** 
.512** 1   
Self-R 
Speaking 
-.432** .666** .758** 
-
.428** 
.515** .888** 1  
Cloze  
Test 
-.340** .611** .709** .312** .542** .726** .703** 1 
Note: Each number in each cell indicates the Pearson correlation coefficient with the significance level.  n=200;  
**= p< .01 Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *= p< .05 Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level 
(2-tailed). Age 1st Exposure French = Age of first exposure to French; Years French Inst. = Years of French 
instruction; % W. French Use = Percent weekly use of French; Months French Envir. = Months of residence in a 
French-speaking environment; Self-R. Listening = Self-ratings for listening proficiency (/4); Self-R. Speaking = 
Self-ratings for speaking proficiency (/4); Cloze Test = Cloze test scores (/45). 
 
The correlation matrix in Table 5.4 reports significant positive relationships among all variables 
except between test takers’ age of first exposure to French and the following variables: years of 
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French instruction, classroom level, weekly percentage of French use, months in a French-
speaking environment, self-assessment in listening and speaking, and cloze test scores. 
A negative correlation means that high scores on the first variable are associated with low 
scores on the second variable. Hence, in the case of the following two variables, age of first 
exposure to French and years of French instruction, the negative moderate correlation (r= -.602) 
could be described as follows: the older the test takers were when they were first exposed to 
French, the smaller amount of French instruction (in years) they have received (p<.01). One 
might indeed expect that the test takers who have begun learning French at a younger age (i.e., a 
longer time ago) have received more years of instruction in French than the test takers who have 
begun learning French at a later age (i.e., more recently).  
On the other hand, the correlation between age of first exposure to French and weekly 
percentage of French use (r= -.137) is not significant. The lack of statistical significance seems 
to indicate that there is no relationship between these variables (age of first exposure to French 
and percentage of French use per week). There is indeed no reason to expect that the age at 
which the test takers were first exposed to French should be related to how much they use French 
on a weekly basis.  
The correlation between age of first exposure to French and months spent in a French-
speaking environment is negative and weak but significant (r= -.149, p<.05). This suggests that 
in this data set, age of first exposure is a weak predictor of the time spent in a French-speaking 
environment.  
The correlations between age of first exposure to French and self-assessment in listening 
and speaking (respectively, r= -.431 and r= -.432) were negative, moderate, and significant 
(p<.01 for both). This could be described as follows: the older the test takers began learning 
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French, the smaller number of points they attributed to themselves concerning their self-
assessment in French listening and speaking skills.  
Finally the correlation between age of first exposure to French and cloze test scores (r= -
.340) reveals a weak negative but significant correlation (p<.01). This result suggests that age of 
first exposure is only a weak predictor of proficiency as measured by the cloze test with this data 
set.  
Regarding all the positive correlations at the level of p<.01, it is important to note the 
three strongest correlations. The first one is between test takers’ self-rated listening proficiency 
and their self-rated speaking proficiency (r= .888), indicating that the higher the test takers’ self-
assessment scores on their listening proficiency, the higher the self-assessment scores were on 
speaking proficiency. The second strongest correlation is between test takers’ classroom level 
and self-rated listening proficiency (r= .775), indicating that higher the classroom level is, the 
more positively L2 learners evaluate their own proficiency. Finally the last highest correlation is 
between test takers’ self-rated listening proficiency and cloze test (r= .726), indicating that the 
higher the test takers’ self-assessment scores on their listening proficiency, the more likely they 
will obtain a higher score on the cloze test.   
In order to see if the EIT created for French language works well as a tool for measuring 
global French proficiency in the aural/oral modality, it is essential to compare it to other 
variables. To do so, analyses will be done in the following order. First, statistical analyses will be 
conducted on the test takers’ means, including (a) the distribution of the test takers’ EIT scores 
for each scale and across scales and (b) the relationships between the test takers’ averaged EIT 
scores (across scales) and their cloze test scores and between the test takers’ EIT scores and their 
classroom levels, self-reported language background variables, and self-rated listening and 
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speaking proficiency. Second, analyses will be conducted on the EIT item means to observe to 
which degree the EIT measures the construct under interest: French proficiency in the aural/oral 
modality. Hence, the following statistics will be presented: (a) the distribution of the items’ 
difficulty for each scale and across scales and (b) the discriminability of the test items based on 
their averaged ratings across scales. These results will provide useful insights regarding this 
aural/oral measure and help our understanding of such test format. 
 
5.1.4  Distribution of the Test Takers’ Averaged EIT Scores across Scales and within 
Scale  
 
In order to obtain a fair representation of the EIT outcomes, a histogram representing the 
frequency of the EIT averaged scores (across the six scales) is presented below.  
 
 
Figure 5.1 Frequency Distribution of the Averaged EIT Scores Including all Test Takers across 
Scales  
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As can be seen in Figure 5.1, the distribution is positively skewed and slightly more 
widespread than a normal distribution. A more widespread distribution of scores is good for a 
proficiency test, as it helps to better discriminate among L2 learners at different proficiency 
levels.  
The graphs in Figure 5.2 depict each of the EIT scales (i.e., meaning, syntax, 
morphology, vocabulary, pronunciation, and fluency), including all raters together, to see if they 
behave similarly or differently.   
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Figure 5.2 Frequency Distribution of the EIT Scores Including all Test Takers for Each Scale  
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As can be seen in Figure 5.2, each scale yields fairly similar distributions that are all positively 
skewed and present a more widespread than normal distribution. To further analyze these scales, 
correlations between each pair or scales were calculated. The correlation matrix is presented in 
Table 5.5.  
 
Table 5.5 Matrix of the Test Takers’ Means across the 6 Scales 
 
 
Mean. Synt. Morph. Voc. Pron. Flu. 
Mean. 1.000 
     
Synt. 0.999 1.000 
    
Morph. 0.998 0.999 1.000 
   
Voc. 0.999 0.998 0.997 1.000 
  
Pron. 0.997 0.996 0.996 0.997 1.000 
 
Flu. 0.997 0.997 0.997 0.997 0.997 1.000 
 
The correlations between each pair of scales exceed .99, which may suggest that the present 
student population develops each of the criteria measured by the scales roughly at the same time. 
These correlations also indicate that with the current scale descriptors, SLA researchers could 
potentially rely on fewer scales and obtain similar results. While these high correlations are very 
typical in testing research, here they may have been driven in part by the way in which the scales 
were defined (i.e., +/- 50% criterion). Given these results, the rest of this dissertation will report 
analyses of the averaged ratings across scales.  In another words, the EIT global scores in this 
dissertation will be presented out of 6 points, which include the average of the six scales (i.e., 
Meaning, Syntax, Morphology, Vocabulary, Pronunciation, and Fluency). The EIT scores are the 
results of an analytical scoring system rather than a holistic one. 
 
 136 
 
5.1.5 Relationships between the Test Takers’ Averaged EIT Scores (across Scales) 
and their Cloze Test Scores  
 
 The following correlation and relationships will be plotted in figures, and the selected 
regression line will always be the best fitting line, such that if a polynomial equation is better 
fitting than a linear equation, then a polynomial regression line will be plotted.  
 
  
Figure 5.3 Correlation between Averaged EIT Scores and Cloze Test Scores 
 
Figure 5.3 shows the correlation between the EIT averaged scores and the cloze test 
scores. As can be seen in Figure 5.3, this correlation is very strong (r =.875) and significant at 
the level of p <.01, meaning that the two variables rank students in a similar manner. The data 
points are closely aligned to the best fitting regression line, which is linear. One possible 
interpretation for this relationship is that French learners obtained better scores on the EIT as 
their French global proficiency level, as measured by the cloze test, increases.   
Having a high correlation coefficient argues clearly that these two tests, taken on the 
same day by the test takers, may measure the same general construct (French proficiency), 
although in different modalities (aural/oral for the EIT vs. written for the cloze test). The fact that 
Descriptive Statistics for Cloze: 
Mean: 17.58; Standard Deviation: 8.93 
Skewness: 0.81; Kurtosis:  0.26  
r = .875; sig. at p <.01 
R2 equation = 0.1002x+1.5277 
n = 200 
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these two tests are related, but in fact quite different, gives us valuable information (through 
different modalities) regarding test takers’ performance. This correlation is an additional piece of 
evidence for the use of the EIT as a component for French proficiency measurement.  
 
5.1.6 Relationship between the Test Takers’ Averaged EIT Scores and their 
Classroom Levels  
 
Let us now have a look at the averaged EIT scores and their relationship with classroom 
levels. The expectation for this relationship is as follows. As classroom level increases, the EIT 
scores should increase as well. Nonetheless, some overlap among the first four semesters of 
French is expected, as these classes present similarities in syllabus and course content. Figure 5.4 
below represents the relationship between these two variables. 
 
 
Figure 5.4 Relationship between Averaged EIT Scores and Classroom Levels. 
 
For the purpose of interpreting the strength of the R2 values, Dancey and Reidy's (2004) 
classification will be used, with values ranging from 0.1 to 0.39 being considered as weak, 
Descriptive Statistics for Classroom Levels: 
R2 equation = 0.1008x2 - 0.3761x + 2.6404 
n = 200 
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values ranging from 0.4-0.69 being considered as moderate, and values ranging from 0.7-0.99 
being considered as strong. As can be seen in Figure 5.4, there is a positive relationship between 
these two variables. Furthermore, the EIT scores show a greater increase at the higher end than at 
the lower end of classroom level range. The R2 coefficient, the amount of variation explained in 
the EIT scores by the classroom levels, is moderate (R2=0.63; y=0.1008x2 -0.3761x +2.6404). 
The best fit regression line is polynomial. The interpretation of this relationship is as follows: the 
higher the classroom level, the better the performance on the EIT, with performance increasing 
more at the higher end than at the lower end of the classroom level range 
 It is important to underline that the classroom grouping based on the rationale of class 
prerequisite is coherent. This graph also shows us an outlier in the distribution, located at the top 
left of the graph. This test taker (#247) is a male undergraduate student, 20 years old, and is 
bilingual (Chinese-American). His first exposure to French was 15 years old. At the time of his 
participation toward the end of the fall semester (11/29/2011) he was enrolled in the first 
semester of French and majoring in communication. He obtained a global score of 4.78/6 on the 
EIT, a poor score on the cloze test (8/45), has no experience abroad in a French-speaking 
environment, and has very little practice of French during the week (5%). As mentioned before, 
5% of the data set had already been excluded, therefore it was not possible to remove this test 
taker. 
 To see if another grouping could be found for this data set, 95% Confidence Intervals 
were generated to see which groups overlap and which do not overlap in order to reach a better 
understanding of which classroom levels may actually correspond to different proficiency 
groups.  
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Figure 5.5 95% Confidence Interval in Relation to Classroom Levels 
 
As can be seen in Figure 5.5, each of the classroom levels are represented with their error 
range. Figure 5.5 shows us how the average EIT score is grouped by class and reflects a 95% 
Confidence Interval. The 95% Confidence Interval is an estimate of the mean EIT score for each 
class. From the 7 groups represented in Figure 5.5, we can clearly distinguished four levels, as 
the standard error bars of only these groups do not overlap. The first one is composed of Levels 
1, 2, 3 and 4. The second one is constituted of Level 5. The third one is constituted of Level 6. 
Finally the fourth one contains Level 7.   
As expected, each of the following levels (i.e., Level 1 = FR 101; Level 2= FR 102, etc.) 
has a mean that is numerically (though not always statistically) higher than the previous one, 
which shows an improvement amongst students along the semesters. We can see that the error 
range for the first class level (FR 101: Elementary French I; n=20) is the highest. This could be 
explained by the fact that some students who took French in high school or transferred from 
elsewhere registered in FR 101 despite having previous experience with French. The French 
Descriptive Statistics for each class level: 
 
Level 1: EIT Mean: 2.21; EIT Std= 0.50 
n = 20 
Level 2: EIT Mean: 2.50; EIT Std= 0.70 
n = 19 
Level 3: EIT Mean: 2.55; EIT Std= 0.69 
n = 19 
Level 4: EIT Mean: 2.58; EIT Std= 0.70 
n = 19 
Level 5: EIT Mean: 3.33; EIT Std= 0.88 
n = 58 
Level 6: EIT Mean: 3.83; EIT Std= 0.87 
n = 46 
Level 7: EIT Mean: 5.15; EIT Std= 0.57 
n = 19 
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placement test (FPT) that is administered at the Center for Innovation in Teaching and Learning 
(CITL, formerly CTE) should detect such cases. However, as mentioned previously, there is no 
rigorous check between performance on the FPT and registration into specific classes. This 
might explain the wide range of EIT scores in this lowest French level (i.e. novice French 
students vs. false beginners). 
We can also notice a large overlap between the first four levels, especially between Level 
2 (referring to FR 102 [Elementary French II; n=19]), Level 3 (referring to FR 103 [Intermediate 
French I; n=19]), and Level 4 (referring to FR 104 [Intermediate French II; n=19]). This overlap 
can be explained as follows. During the first two semesters, the basic vocabulary and grammar 
are taught at the basic level and the pedagogical documents used are created to support effective 
learning. In the third and fourth semesters, the grammatical components presented in Levels 1 
and 2 are reviewed and developed in more depth (pedagogically and culturally speaking), and 
additional elements are introduced as well. The EIT score ranges for the second, third, and fourth 
semesters appear to be quite similar, meaning that while there may be individual differences, the 
proficiency range of students enrolled in these classes is similar. 
Level 5 (n=58) represents three classes: FR 205 (Oral French I), FR 207 (Grammar and 
Composition), and FR 213 (French Phonetics and Phonology). These French classes can be taken 
simultaneously and are therefore grouped together in the same level. From the error bars, we can 
see that this grouping appears justified, since the error bars for Level 5 are much smaller than the 
error bars for the other levels. This means that the test takers in Level 5 have, on an average, a 
similar level of French proficiency in the oral modality. We can notice that there is no overlap 
between this level (Level 5) and the level immediately above it (Level 6) and immediately below 
it (Level 4). This means that these are likely to be distinct proficiency groups. 
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Level 6 (n= 46) groups four classes as follows: FR 208 (Critical Writing and Reading), 
FR 209 (Introduction to French Literature I), FR 210 (Introduction to French Literature II), and 
FR 414 (Advanced Grammar and Style). The reason for this grouping is the same as in the 
previous case: these classes cannot be taken without taking and successfully completing the 
previous group of classes (i.e., FR 208, FR 209, and FR 210). At that level, some students have 
already spent some time studying abroad or had an extended vacation in a French-speaking 
environment, whereas some have not. This could explain the observed variability in this group. 
With this level, as with Level 5, we notice that there is no overlap between the levels above and 
below it. 
Finally, Level 7 (n=19) represents the French graduate students at the University of 
Illinois. We can see that the error bars for Level 7 are larger than the error bars of all levels 
except Level 1.This again indicates more variability, which is likely due to large individual 
differences in (1) studying abroad, (2) number of years of formal French instruction, and (3) 
regular use of French (teaching time, but also outside the regular French teaching time and other 
related duties). 
 
5.1.7 Relationship between the Test Taker’s Averaged EIT Scores and their Self-
Reported Language Background Variables 
 
 
5.1.7.1 Age of First Exposure to French   
 
Amongst the self-reported information that test takers documented during their 
participation in this research, the age at which test takers were first exposed to French was asked. 
The relationship between this variable and the EIT scores is illustrated in Figure 5.6. 
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Figure 5.6: Relationship between Averaged EIT Scores and Self-Reported Age of First 
Exposure to French 
 
 
As can be observed in Figure 5.6, modeled by the best fit regression line (exponential), 
the relationship between test takers’ EIT scores and their age of first exposure to French is 
negative and not very strong (though significant), as the data points are not well placed along the 
line. A negative relationship means that high scores on the first variable (i.e., EIT) are associated 
with low scores on the second variable (i.e., age of first exposure to French).  
Hence, in this present case, the R2 coefficient—the amount of variation explained in the 
EIT scores by the self-reported age of first exposure to French—is weak (R2=0.22; y=4.6547e -
0.029x). The interpretation of this relationship could indicate that the later the test takers have 
begun learning French, the poorer they performed on the EIT. These results are consistent with 
the age-of-acquisition effects reported in many SLA studies (e.g., Johnson & Newport, 1989; 
Bialystok & Miller, 1999; DeKeyser, 2000; Birdsong & Mollis, 2001; Pallier, 2007), which 
showed that the earlier individuals (mostly children before puberty) learn another language, the 
easier it is for them to learn the language, and thus the better they become at using the language. 
However, given the aforementioned negative correlations between age of first exposure to 
French and years of instruction in French and between age of first exposure to French and time 
Descriptive Statistics for 1st Exposure to French: 
Mean: 13.38; Standard Deviation: 4.88 
Skewness: - 0.06; Kurtosis:  0.97 
R2 equation: y=4.6547e -0.029x  
n = 200 
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spent in a French-speaking environment, it is possible that all of these variables, rather than age 
of acquisition alone, contribute to explaining the test takers’ performance on the EIT. 
 
5.1.7.2 Years of French Instruction  
 
One of the assumptions regarding this Ph.D. research is that the EIT, considered a global 
proficiency tool for aural/oral modality, will reflect the global French proficiency level amongst 
current French students at the University of Illinois. It is then expected that the EIT global scores 
will correlate positively with the numbers of years of formal French instruction.   
 
 
Figure 5.7 Relationship between EIT Scores and Years of French Instruction  
 
As can be seen in Figure 5.7, modeled by the best fit regression line (polynomial), the 
relationship between the EIT scores and the numbers of years of French instruction is positive. 
The R2 coefficient, the amount of variation explained in the EIT scores by the number of years of 
French instruction, is moderate (R2=0.41; y=0.00092x2 +0.3043x +2.0129). We also notice that 
the relationship between number of years of formal French instruction and EIT scores is stronger 
Descriptive Statistics for Years of French Instruction: 
Mean: 5.51; Standard Deviation: 3.67 
Skewness: 0.94; Kurtosis:  0.93 
R2 equation: y=0.00092x2 +0.3043x +2.0129 
n = 200 
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in the first 9 years or so, and somewhat breaks down after that. An interpretation of this 
relationship could be proposed as follows. The more students take French classes, the more 
likely their French level will increase, assuming that French students will not discontinue their 
language learning and will practice regularly outside French classes. The fact that the data points 
are not all closely aligned with the regression line after 9 years of instruction could potentially  
be explained by the accumulation of various French instruction they might have received, 
including the instruction received at the university level, at the high school level, and sometimes 
also earlier. An additional explanation is that the test takers who have received more than 9 years 
of formal instruction in French may not have received this instruction in consecutive years, thus 
leading to more variability in their actual proficiency level: if their instruction was interrupted 
and their French input was similarly interrupted (which often happens), then one might expect 
that years of instruction would not be as good of a predictor of proficiency. 
 
5.1.7.3 Percentage of Weekly Use of French  
 
Another variable of interest is the percentage of weekly use of French that test takers 
reported. Indeed, one might expect to see that the EIT global scores will correlate positively with 
the percentage of weekly French use.  Figure 5.8 represents the relationship between these two 
variables: EIT scores and weekly percentage of French use. 
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Figure 5.8 Relationship between EIT Scores and Percentage of French Use per Week  
As can be seen in Figure 5.8, modeled by the best fit regression line (polynomial), the 
relationship between the EIT and the percentage of weekly French use is positive. The R2 
coefficient, the amount of variation explained in the EIT scores by the percentage of French use 
per week, is weak (R2=0.13; y=0.0005x2 +0.0541x +2.7772). We also notice that the majority of 
data points are situated at the lower range of percentage use (0-20%), which indicates that French 
students in the U.S. do not use their French outside class very much. This is understandable, as 
the need for students to use this language, apart from class preparation, is not vital for 
communication in the Unites States. From these results, we can infer that the weekly French use 
cannot be used as a strong variable to predict the EIT scores. 
 
5.1.7.4 Residence in French-Speaking Environment  
 
 When test takers spend time in a French-speaking environment, it constitutes an 
additional variable to observe, as this experience abroad might have enhanced their French 
proficiency. The relationship between these two variables – EIT score and immersion in a 
French-speaking environment – is illustrated in Figures 5.9a and 5.9b. 
Descriptive Statistics for French Use: 
Mean: 11.88; Standard Deviation: 11.42 
Skewness: 2.18; Kurtosis:  6.16 
R2 equation: y=0.0005x2 +0.0541x +2.7772 
n = 200 
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Figure 5.9.a Relationship between EIT Scores and Immersion in a French-Speaking 
Environment (n=200) 
 
Figure 5.9.a, modeled by the best fit regression line (polynomial), indicates that there is a 
positive relationship between EIT scores and immersion in a French-speaking environment. The 
R2 coefficient, the amount of variation explained in the EIT scores by the immersion in a French-
speaking environment, is weak (R2=0.36; y=0.0034x2 +0.1829x +2.9753).  As can be seen, the 
majority of the data points are again situated on the left side of the scatterplot, which illustrates 
that most of the test takers have spent a limited amount of time, from zero to 20 months, in a 
French-speaking environment.  
To avoid the relationship being driven by students who did not spend any time in a 
French-speaking environment, a similar analysis was done, but only with students who did have 
some immersion in a French-speaking environment. The results are presented below in Figure 
5.9.b.  
 
Descriptive Statistics for French Immersion: 
Mean: 2.50; Standard Deviation: 5.98 
Skewness: 3.52; Kurtosis:  14.76 
R2 equation: y=0.0034x2 +0.1829x +2.9753 
n = 200 
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Figure 5.9.b Relationship between EIT Scores and Immersion in a French-Speaking 
Environment (n=95) 
 
As can be seen in Figure 5.9.b, modeled by the best fit regression line (logarithmic), the 
outcome is very similar to the previous one (i.e., Figure 5.9.a). The majority of the data points 
are still situated on the left side of the scatterplot, which indicates that most of the test takers who 
went abroad did so for a limited period of time of at least 0.107 months (i.e., 3 days) in a French-
speaking environment. 
Regarding the descriptive statistics, we notice that as the sample is smaller (n= 200 → 95) 
and contains only test takers who had experience abroad. The mean, as expected, increased (i.e., 
x̄ = 2.5 → 6.02), the standard deviation increased (std= 5.98 → 10.38), and the Skewness and 
Kurtosis increased respectively (i.e., Skweness= 3.5 → 3.65; Kurtosis = 14.76 → 19.13). The R2 
coefficient, the amount of variation explained in the EIT scores by the immersion in a French-
speaking environment, also increased compared to the previous one (i.e., R2= .3643 → R2= 
.422). The limited time could be considered as a factor that reflects limited improvement. In 
other words, spending more time abroad (1 year in France instead of one semester, for instance) 
should help students improve their French. However, another essential factor should be taken 
into consideration: the way students spend their time abroad. Indeed, if French students go to 
Descriptive Statistics for French Immersion: 
Mean: 6.02; Standard Deviation: 10.38 
Skewness: 3.65; Kurtosis:  18.13 
R2 equation: y=0.396l(x) +3.5833 
n = 95 
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Paris and interact mainly with their American friends instead of interacting with French people in 
French, their French may not improve as much as that of American French students who do 
interact primarily with French-speaking people. Thus, even if this relationship is weak and 
significant, it shows that it is important to take into account the nature of immersion in addition 
to the time of immersion. 
 
5.1.7.5 Relationships between the Test Takers’ EIT Scores and their Self-
Assessment of Listening Proficiency and Speaking Proficiency 
 
Another relationship of interest is between the EIT scores and test takers’ self-assessment 
of their listening and speaking abilities. The following graphs illustrate these relationships. 
        
Note: The 4 point scale used for the self-assessment was organized as follows.  
1=beginner, 2=intermediate, 3=advanced, and 4= near-native.  
R2 equation: y=0.0438x2 +0.711x +1.631 ; R2 equation: y=0.0438x2 +0.711x +1.631 
 
Figure 5.10 Relationship between Averaged EIT Scores and Self-Reported Listening and 
Speaking Proficiency 
 
As can be observed in Figure 5.10, there is a positive relationship between test takers’ 
EIT scores and their self-assessments of listening and speaking abilities, respectively. Figure 
5.10, modeled by the best fit regression line (polynomial), shows positive, moderate and 
significant relationships between the EIT scores and each of these variables. The R2 coefficient, 
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the amount of variation explained in the EIT scores by the self-rated listening and speaking 
proficiency, is moderate (R2=0.62; R2 equation: y=0.0438x2 +0.711x +1.631 and R2=0.57; R2 
equation: y=0.0438x2 +0.711x +1.631). 
It is noteworthy to specify that the test takers evaluated themselves after the first half of 
the EIT. Thus, they had experienced the oral task and may have been influenced by how well or 
how poorly they thought they performed on the task (even though they were asked to reflect on 
their proficiency in general, not on their ability to do the task). The self-ratings might have been 
different if they had been collected before beginning of the EIT. Another element to take into 
consideration, while considering these results, is the limitation of descriptors for each level of the 
self-assessment scale.  
 
5.1.7.6 Relationships between the Test Takers’ EIT Scores and their French 
Placement Test (FPT) Scores  
 
Another very interesting comparison to make is between the EIT and the French 
placement test currently used by the Department of French and administered by the Center for 
Innovation in Teaching and Learning. Comparing these two tests is of primary importance, as it 
will confirm whether or not the EIT does measure French proficiency. In other words, if the EIT 
scores show a strong positive relationship with the French placement test scores, it would 
suggest that both tests measure the same construct, which is French global proficiency.  
Figure 5.11 below shows the two variables of interest based on the test takers that could 
be used in the analysis. More precisely, of the 118 test takers who completed the FPT, only 42 
had done so within less than 12 months of the present study. Assuming that the FPT scores may 
no longer be representative of the test takers’ proficiency if the test takers completed the FPT 
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more than 12 months prior to the EIT study, only those test takers who had more recent FPT 
scores (within 12 months of the present study) were included in this analysis. Taking more data 
into consideration (e.g., including those within 18 months of the present study) would have been 
possible, but it would have weakened the validity argument for the use of the EIT. 
 
  
Figure 5.11 Relationship between Averaged EIT Scores and the French Placement Test (FPT) 
 
As can be seen in Figure 5.11, a positive relationship exists between the EIT scores and 
the French placement test scores. Figure 5.11, modeled by the best fit regression line 
(polynomial), shows a positive relationship between these variables. The R2 coefficient, the 
amount of variation explained in the EIT scores by the French placement test, is strong (R2 = 
0.73; y=0.001x2 - 0.0702x +3.6337). It is important to indicate that the relationship appears 
stronger at the higher end of the FPT scores and to underline that the size of this sample is 
smaller than the original data set (i.e., 40 instead of 200).  
These results reinforce the argument of this dissertation that the EIT measures French 
global proficiency. The fact that these two tests show a strong relationship indicates that they tap 
the same construct. As the relationship is not perfect, it reveals that these two tests provide 
Descriptive Statistics for French Placement Test: 
Mean: 61.48; Standard Deviation: 16.31 
Skewness: -1.02; Kurtosis:  0.51 
R2 equation: y=0.001x2 - 0.0702x +3.6337       
n= 40 
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different information about the same construct, and this could be explained by the difference in 
modalities and/or task effects. Indeed, the EIT measures French proficiency in the aural/oral 
modality while the French placement test assesses French proficiency in the written modality. 
Consequently, this relationship indicates two extremely important points. The first one is that the 
EIT has been built properly to arguably tap the right construct. Second, the EIT assesses French 
global proficiency, which has been statistically supported by the statistical analyses, and thus 
provides additional information to complement the ones gathered by the French placement test. 
 To further analyze the EIT and hopefully bring more credit to this language proficiency 
test, a thorough examination of the test items is also necessary. Consequently, the next part will 
be devoted to the observation of the analysis conducted on the item means. 
 
5.2 Analyses on the Items Means 
 
5.2.1 Item Difficulty Distribution for Each Scale and Across Scales 
 
 
As has been mentioned earlier, the EIT is composed of 50 items, which vary in terms of 
length as well as in syntactic, morphological, lexical, and phonological complexity. Figure 5.12 
illustrates how well, on average, the 200 test takers have scored for each test item on each scale, 
and Figure 5.13 shows the same results averaged across all scales. These figures therefore 
represent the difficulty of each EIT item on each scale (Figure 5.12) and across all scales (Figure 
5.13).   
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Figure 5.12 EIT Item Difficulty across all Test Takers for Each Scale  
(n=200) 
(n=200) 
(n=200) 
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Figure 5.12 EIT Item Difficulty across all Test Takers for Each Scale (cont.)  
(n=200) 
(n=200) 
(n=200) 
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Figure 5.13 EIT Item Difficulty across all Test Takers Including all Scales  
 
 As can be seen from Figures 5.12 and 5.13, each of the six scales yields a similar 
distribution in terms of item difficulty, and the same distribution is also observed across scales. 
Thus, it could be interpreted that with the current scale descriptors, the EIT stakeholders 
(e.g., SLA scholars, language program directors) could potentially use fewer of these scales, or 
only one depending on the SLA research goal, and obtain similar results. Nevertheless, it is also 
necessary to point out that even if the distribution of each scale is similar, the difficulty level 
ranking of the test items is not quite the same. Table 5.6 further scrutinizes how each scale shows 
a slightly different ranking of the test items (in ascending order). A few items have been colored 
to better track the item relocation from one scale to another. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
(n=200) 
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Table 5.6 EIT Test Items Ranked by Difficulty Level Based on the Test Takers’ Averaged 
Scores for Each Scale and across the 6 Scales 
 
Meaning Scale 
42, 46, 37, 19, 41, 45, 33, 31, 24, 43, 49, 40, 32, 23, 39, 35, 20, 38, 16, 22, 21, 34, 15, 18, 
26, 17, 47, 44,  27, 11, 50, 29, 36, 13, 28, 12, 25, 30, 9, 48, 6, 1, 3, 7, 8, 4, 10, 14, 2, 5 
Syntax Scale 
42, 37, 45, 46, 41, 33, 31, 19, 43, 24, 49, 32, 23, 40, 39, 35, 34, 38, 18, 20, 16, 22, 50, 26, 
21, 47, 15, 29, 17, 44, 36, 12, 27, 13, 11, 28, 30, 25, 48, 6, 1, 9, 3, 7, 8, 4, 14, 10, 2, 5 
Morphology Scale 
42, 45, 37, 46, 41, 33, 19, 31, 43, 40, 24, 49, 32, 23, 39, 35, 34, 18, 38, 26, 22, 50, 21, 47, 
29, 15, 20, 44, 16, 17, 27, 13, 11, 12, 36, 28, 25, 48, 30, 1, 9, 6, 3, 7, 8, 4, 10, 14, 2, 5 
Vocabulary Scale 
42, 37, 46, 41, 19, 45, 33, 31, 43, 24, 49, 32, 23, 40, 39, 35, 38, 20, 34, 16, 26, 18, 15, 21, 
22, 29, 17, 44, 47, 50, 27, 11, 28, 13, 36, 12, 25, 30, 48, 6, 1, 9, 3, 7, 8, 4, 10, 14, 2, 5 
Pronunciation Scale 
42, 37, 46, 41, 45, 19, 33, 31, 43, 24, 49, 40, 32, 23, 39, 35, 38, 16, 34, 20, 15, 26, 22, 18, 
21, 17, 50, 47, 29, 44, 27, 11, 13, 36, 12, 28, 25, 48, 30, 6, 9, 1, 3, 7, 4, 8, 10, 2, 14, 5 
Fluency Scale 
42, 37, 45, 46, 41, 19, 33, 31, 43, 24, 49, 32, 40, 23, 39, 35, 38, 34, 20, 18, 26, 15, 16, 21, 
22, 47, 29, 50, 17, 44, 36, 27, 13, 11, 12, 28, 30, 25, 48, 6, 9, 1, 3, 7, 8, 4, 10, 14, 2, 5 
All scales included 
42, 37, 46, 45, 41, 19, 33, 31, 24, 43, 49, 32, 40, 23, 39, 35, 38, 34, 20, 18, 16, 22, 26, 21, 
15, 47, 50, 29, 17, 44, 27, 36, 13, 11, 12, 28, 25, 30, 48, 6, 9, 1, 3, 7, 8, 4, 10, 14, 2, 5 
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As can be seen from Figure 5.13 and Table 5.6, the most difficult item is Item 42 (mean= 
1.93/6), and the easiest one is Item 5 (mean= 5.08/6). For an item that has an average difficulty 
level, Item 15 can be chosen for illustration. These three items (difficult, average, and easy) are 
presented below to show their characteristics. First, the item is displayed in italics in its French 
version. Beneath it appears a word-by-word English gloss. Finally, on the third line, a correct 
English translation is provided.  
 
Item #42 (difficult) 
Laura et Julie, ce sont elles qui viennent de finir de décorer élégamment la chambre d'amis. 
Laura and Julie, it are them who come to finish to decorate elegantly the room of friends. 
Laura and Julie are the ones who just finished decorating the guest room elegantly. 
 
Item # 38 (average) 
Elle a décidé de suivre des études d'arts plastiques à l'école des Beaux-Arts.  
She has decided to follow some studies of arts plastic at the school of the Beaux-Arts. 
She decided to study Fine Arts at the “École des Beaux-Arts.” 
 
Item #5 (easy) 
Qu'est-ce que tu as dit que tu faisais? 
What is it that you have said that you were doing? 
What did you say you were doing? 
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In Table 5.6, it can be seen that several items positioned on the left and right sides of the 
table are identical across scales. For instance, the items placed on the left side of the table, which 
correspond to the most difficult items, include Items 42, 37, 45, 46, 41, 33, and 19 across all 
scales. The items placed on the right side of the table, which correspond to the easiest items, 
include Items 5, 2, 14, 10, 4, 8, 7. These results show that on average some items are easier and 
others are more difficult. The test items show a wide range of difficult levels, which is good in 
that such a wide range is necessary in order to discriminate among test takers in a wide range of 
proficiency levels. This is in line with Tracy-Ventura et al.’s study (2013), which showed an item 
difficulty range going from 1.07/4 to 3.97/4. These EIT results (within this specific design and 
rating scales) provide evidence that the test items behave well in that the easy items are easy for 
all learners and across all scales and the difficult items are difficult for all learners and across all 
scales as well. This constitutes a good internal property of the EIT. As test designers, we want to 
make sure that the weight of the test is spread out such that French learners can be differentiated 
according to their proficiency level. However, it is also important to have items that will vary 
according to the proficiency of various French learners and across the different scales. This is 
what is illustrated in Table 5.6, where it can be seen that the item difficulty is not identical on the 
different scales. Hence, this presents different information for the stakeholders. For instance, 
item #50 has the same position for all scales except in the morphology and syntax scales. If 
future EIT users considered reducing the number of scales for practicality, they should be aware 
of the fine-grained differences in how the test items receive slightly different difficulty level 
rankings on the different scales.  
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Now that the item difficulty levels were examined, let us analyze the EIT item results 
from the perspective of the item discrimination index to see whether the EIT items are effective 
at discriminating between higher scorers and lower scorers. 
 
5.2.2 Discriminability of Test Items Based on their Averaged Ratings across Scales   
 
The index of discrimination measures item quality. In the present study, the index of 
discrimination is used to reflect differences in French proficiency amongst French students so 
that distinctions can be made among the performances of test takers (i.e., high students vs. low 
students). More precisely, item discrimination indicates the extent to which success on an item 
corresponds to success on the whole test. As all items in a test are intended to cooperate to 
generate an overall test score, any items with a level of discrimination index lower than 0.2 
undermines the test and thus should be removed or modified. To compute the discrimination 
index, several steps need to be performed and can vary slightly according to the research design. 
For the purpose of the present investigation, the discrimination index that has been used is taken 
from Ebel (1954).  It will be explained and the results will be interpreted afterwards. 
First, the top 1/3 of all test takers and the bottom 1/3 of all test takers were identified 
based on the averaged EIT scores. Each of the two groups has an equal number of test takers 
(i.e., 67 test takers in each of the groups). Then, for each test item, the difference between the 
mean of the top-scoring group and bottom-scoring group was computed. The item discrimination 
index is the ratio of the difference between these two aforementioned groups and the maximum 
possible discrimination score that an EIT item could yield (i.e., 6, since the ratings ranged from 0 
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to 6). Hence, to compute the item discrimination index for each of the 50 items that made up the 
EIT, the following equation was used: 
Discrimination index for each of the EIT items: 
1
3
𝑡𝑜𝑝−𝑠𝑐𝑟𝑜𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝 − 
1
3
𝑏𝑜𝑡𝑡𝑜𝑚 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝
6
  
The discrimination index can range from –1 (perfect negative discrimination, with the 
lower-scoring group outperforming the higher-scoring group) to +1 (perfect positive 
discrimination, with the higher-scoring group outperforming the lower-scoring group). Good 
items are expected to have positive values. The higher the value, the greater the discrimination is. 
The idea is that difficult items are needed to discriminate among high-level students and easy 
items are needed to discriminate among low-level students. Ebel (1954, p. 359) mentioned that 
the standard to interpret item discrimination index is somewhat arbitrary, but scholars usually 
agree on the following: items that yield a discrimination index of .4 or higher are considered high 
and those which generate a discrimination index lower than .2 are considered low. The results of 
the discrimination index (DI) for each of the EIT items are presented in Table 5.7. 
 
Table 5.7 EIT Item Discrimination Indices 
 
Note: The items are ordered according to their discrimination index going from the lowest discrimination index 
(represented in shades of red) to the highest discrimination index (represented in shades of green).  
The average of the discrimination indices equals 0.37 and the standard deviation equals 0.08.  
Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI
42 0.21
46 0.22
11 0.24
31 0.24
32 0.24
37 0.25
24 0.26
50 0.28
35 0.29
19 0.30
45 0.30
29 0.31
41 0.32
14 0.32
49 0.32
21 0.33
40 0.33
5 0.33
44 0.34
12 0.35
43 0.36
18 0.36
9 0.37
10 0.37
33 0.38
2 0.38
23 0.38
28 0.39
1 0.40
27 0.40
16 0.42
8 0.42
20 0.42
38 0.43
39 0.43
4 0.43
13 0.43
48 0.44
26 0.44
34 0.45
47 0.45
22 0.45
36 0.45
25 0.45
15 0.46
17 0.47
7 0.49
30 0.51
3 0.52
6 0.56
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As can be seen in Table 5.7, all 50 EIT items, across the 200 test takers, generate item 
discrimination indices higher than .2, which indicates that each item works well in representing 
the test as a whole (French proficiency). Items with high discrimination indices indicate that 
students who obtained high exam scores correctly repeated the sentence they heard, whereas 
students who obtained low exam scores were not accurate in repeating the sentence they heard. 
Items with discrimination values less than zero should be removed from the test as they indicate 
that students who overall did poorly on the exam did better on that item than students who 
overall did well. Items with discrimination values at zero indicate that high-scoring and low-
scoring test takers performed similarly on that test item. 
On the 50 EIT items, 22 have discrimination indices equal to or higher than 0.4. Thus, 
44% of the EIT items are considered as having a high discrimination index. This also indicates 
that the remaining 56% of the items fall into the range of “average” in terms of discrimination 
index. These results could be interpreted as follows: the test items discriminate very well 
between low-level and high-level learners. 
In considering all the test takers (n=200), the item that has the highest discrimination 
index is Item 6, with an index of discrimination equal to 0.56 (framed in Table 5.7), and the one 
that displays the lowest item discrimination index but that is still considered moderate is Item 42, 
which has a discrimination index level of 0.21 (framed in table 5.7). These two test items are 
presented below.  
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Item #42 (discriminates well between test takers, lowest ID= 0.21) 
Laura et Julie, ce sont elles qui viennent de finir de décorer élégamment la chambre d'amis. 
Laura and Julie, it are them who come to finish to decorate elegantly the room of friends. 
Laura and Julie are the ones who just finished elegantly decorating the guest room. 
 
Item #6 (discriminates very well between test takers, highest ID=0.56) 
Je doute qu'il sache si bien conduire.  
I doubt that he knows (subjunctive) so well to drive. 
I doubt he can drive that well. 
 
As can be seen, Item 42 is a very long sentence that uses a relative pronoun, a long 
adverb, and a compound noun. For all of these reasons, it is understandable that this item is 
challenging for most of the test takers.  
As for Item 6, it is interesting to note that the discrimination power from this item does 
not come from the sentence length, but mainly from its internal structure. Indeed, this sentence 
employs a subjunctive construction combined with a superlative form. It is well known that 
French students have difficulty with this grammatical mood, thus it is not surprising that using it 
makes the item very good at discrimination. 
It would have been interesting to compare the results of the discrimination analysis with 
the former French EIT (Tracy-Ventura et al., 2013); however, such analysis was not available. 
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5.2.3 Internal Consistency of the EIT  
 
 Another statistical analysis that is essential to compute is the Cronbach’s alpha. 
Cronbach’s alpha is a common measure of internal consistency. It is a measure of reliability, and 
any test development research must be concerned with the accuracy/reliability of measurement. 
Cronbach’s alpha is an estimate of the proportion of test variance attributable to common factors 
amongst the test items (Cronbach, 1951, p. 331). This statistical analysis is used to determine 
how much the items on a test are measuring the same underlying dimension (in the present study, 
French proficiency), and this index provides evidence for test homogeneity. Hence, no test 
validity can be interpreted without appropriate estimate of the error of measurement. A high 
alpha coefficient is desired; therefore, using this type of analysis can determine if the EIT is 
reliable. In previous EIT studies, SLA scholars have found Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .84 
(Van Moere, 2012) to .99 (Chaudron et al., 2005) (see Table 5.8 for a quick summary). 
 
Table 5.8 Summary of the Cronbach’s Alpha Levels in the Previous EIT Studies   
 
Scholars Years Cronbach’s alpha 
Ortega et al. 2002 The four EITs ranged from .93 to .97. 
Chaudron et al. 2005 .99 
Tracy-Ventura et al. 2013 .92 
Graham et al. 
2008, 
2010 
Respectively .96 and .94  
Van Moere 2012 
The three EIT traits (fluency, phonology and 
grammatical accuracy) ranged from .84 to .88 on the 
“test level split-half reliability” 
 
As can be observed from Table 5.8, all of the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are high, 
indicating a high level of consistency among the EIT items in these studies.  
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 For the present study, the same reliability analysis was performed on the 50 items to 
examine the internal consistency of the EIT as measured by the three raters and across the 200 
test takers. The results yield a Cronbach’s alpha of .99. This very high value, which is actually 
higher than the sole other French EIT study (Tracy-Ventura et al., 2013) and similar to Chaudron 
et al.’s study (2005), indicates an extremely high level of internal consistency for the EIT. This 
supports that the scales used for assessing students’ performance on the EIT are reliable.   
Furthermore, Cronbach’s alpha was calculated across the raters (α= .993), indicating that the 
raters were very consistent in their judgments across test takers and scales.  
  To conclude this part, an examination of the EIT item difficulty revealed that the EIT 
item difficulty is similar across all scales. However after completing more fine-grained analyses 
(i.e., Table 5.6), there are some variations that indicate that each scale provides slightly different 
information. Additionally, the EIT item discrimination was investigated and the results 
demonstrated that each EIT item had a moderate to high discrimination index. This indicates that 
the EIT is internally well constructed, as its items discriminate well amongst higher-scoring and 
lower-scoring test takers. Finally, the EIT has a very high level of internal consistency, as 
determined by a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.99. As a consequence, the aforementioned statistical 
analyses further support the validity argument in favor of the EIT as a test of global proficiency 
in the aural/oral modality. 
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CHAPTER 6 VALIDITY ARGUMENT FOR THE EIT 
 
6 Evaluation of the Validity Argument Approach   
  
 In language testing, when professionals build tests that will be used widely for high-
stakes purposes, such as the TOEFL test or Cambridge tests, they develop an argumentation from 
the test they have created. In this argumentation, scholars use rational discussions in which they 
observe the test under all possible lenses (i.e., theoretically and empirically). The goal is for 
stakeholders to seek different types of evidence, which will  support the purpose for which the 
test has been created, and how the scores gathered from the test will be interpreted and used. 
 In this research, the stakes are different from those previously mentioned (i.e., TOEFL 
and the tests produced by Cambridge Assessment). Nonetheless, the discussion regarding EIT 
development is just as important from a language testing perspective, as the goals are identical: 
validating the test score interpretation and use. To follow this methodology created for high-
stakes tests, the same path will be adopted and applied to a lower-stakes test: the EIT. Hence, the 
subsequent part will be organized by following the work of Chapelle et al. (2008) in regards to 
their interpretive argument (i.e., rational discussion). These scholars developed an interpretive 
argument for the TOEFL to justify the scores’ interpretations and use of this English test. This 
interpretive argument, which is a framework in language testing, values and highlights current 
practices in educational measurement. 
 Drawing upon work by Toulmin (1958) and Kane (1999, 2006), Chapelle and her 
colleagues define and illustrate six different types of inferences (Domain Definition, Evaluation, 
Generalization, Explanation, Extrapolation, and Utilization). Each of these types of inferences 
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are also composed of several components (Ground, Claim, Warrant, Backing, and Rebuttal) and 
the whole constitute the core architecture of their argumentation. This interpretive argument 
illustrates how test validity for each language test development can be justified, and it also 
provides guidance for young language testers on how to reach this essential outcome. To better 
understand how Chapelle et al. (2008) conceptualize test validation, a close look at each of the 
inferences in the light of the EIT research will be now presented.    
 
6.1 Inference #1: The Domain Definition 
 
 The domain definition is the first inference of the interpretive argument developed by 
Chapelle et al. (2008). It could be considered as one of the most important inferences in the test 
validation process, as it is from this first stage that everything will be gradually unpacked for the 
interpretive argument. Following Chapelle et al.’s model, each of the inferences will be 
presented, with each inference being based on a warrant (Step 1), which is in turn based on 
assumption(s) (Step 2), which are in turn based on backing (Step 3). It is worthwhile to indicate 
that assumptions in the interpretive argument can take various forms, such as an established 
procedure, statistical analyses, or professional expertise. For the domain definition inference, the 
assumptions that will be explained below relate to language representativeness, specific language 
abilities and processes needed to perform on the EIT, and an appropriate testing procedure to 
administer the EIT. 
In the present research, the warrant for the domain definition inference is presented as 
follows: within the specific context of this study (i.e., French classes offered in a Midwestern 
American university), a representation of the target language use was possible. Test takers’ 
performances on the EIT were observed and constitute evidence of relevant oral/aural abilities in 
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French within this specific context. To support this warrant/justification, three assumptions are 
generated, and each of them will be explained and supported by what Chapelle et al. (2008) call 
backing. Backings are these pieces of evidence that are collected from the research design and 
outcomes, which reinforce the assumption.  
The first assumption is that it is possible to define a task that will be able to assess the 
French language domain as learned and taught in French classes in US universities. The backing 
for this inference rests on the domain analysis that has been conducted during this research. 
French teaching assistants who were native speakers of French and considered as expert judges 
proofread the test items to determine the grammatical, syntactic appropriateness, plausibility, and 
naturalness of expression of the EIT sentences. Additionally, Master’s and Doctoral students in 
applied linguistics and university-level French Teaching Assistants participated in a workshop 
during which they determined specific French attributes that confirmed the language domain 
used in the EIT sentences (see Appendix G). These attributes were also important for Yi’s 
aforementioned research on CDA. Finally, the same workshop participants and other Master’s 
and PhD students at UIUC gave feedback on the EIT test spec. These constructive comments 
further reinforced the mandate of this doctoral research, which could be presented as follows: 
oral/aural competence, just like reading and writing competence, should be assessed for 
proficiency and potentially for placement purposes since each language modality is equally 
important for a successful language learning experience.  
The second assumption is that it is possible to recognize and define the critical French 
language skills, knowledge, and processes embedded in French classes, curriculum in colleges 
and universities in the U.S, and in French-speaking environments. The aforementioned workshop 
also serves as backing for this second inference, as teaching assistants, using the EIT sentence 
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corpus, identified various French language abilities (i.e., vocabulary, grammar, syntax 
complexity, pronunciation) pertaining to different learning levels. Furthermore, they made links 
between the EIT items and the different French classroom levels offered by the Department of 
French. Additionally, the EIT test spec on which they commented was improved, especially on 
the item construction. This section of the test spec provides specific guidelines to write the EIT 
sentences (see Appendix C). Additional backing needs to be underlined regarding the importance 
of skills and processes involved while completing the EIT. As mentioned in Chaudron et al. 
(2005), French learners need to mentally create a representation of the sentence first, chunk it for 
storage purposes, and then repeat the sentence they have heard. In terms of processing, Van 
Moere’s study (2012) is also important, as he defines the EIT within a psycholinguistic approach 
and as such presents the EIT as reflecting L2 processing efficiency. The concept of processing 
efficiency is very important for any definition of oral proficiency.  
The third assumption is that it is possible to use the task intended for assessment of 
important skills (listening and speaking) embedded in the French language domain as a test task. 
Supplementary to the work organized before the data collection with the EIT, a pilot study was 
conducted in France with French native speakers and in the U.S. with very proficient French 
learners (French TAs). The goal was to verify the feasibility of the test task under strict testing 
conditions (see EIT Test Spec in Appendix C for more details) and revise the test items if 
necessary. This test trial constitutes backing for this third inference and was mandatory to pre-
validate the task logistics and the feasibility of the test design.  Furthermore, the native speakers 
control data was collected from the actual EIT to see whether the revised test items elicited 
accurate productions from native speakers. This provides additional backing for this third 
inference. 
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In Chapter 3, the representation of an argument based by Mislevy et al. (2003) was 
presented, and a rebuttal stage in this representation was discussed. This rebuttal stage allows for 
counter arguments for the warrant presented. If the evidence for the rebuttal is stronger than the 
evidence gathered to support the warrant, the language test development is blocked, as the 
validation process cannot go further in the chain of inferences. In such cases, language testers 
must fix the issue(s) revealed by the rebuttal.  
In the present research, one element for the rebuttal stage was brought up during the test 
development stage. This counter-argument concerns the nature of the EIT test design. More 
precisely, the EIT is composed of unrelated sentences that students have to repeat. This task may 
be perceived as lacking face validity, especially from a language teacher’s perspective. The link 
between what happens in the language classroom, mainly driven by the use of the 
communicative approach, and this test design may not be easy to make. Therefore, from this 
perspective, the EIT may be difficult to accept as a valid assessment measure of French 
proficiency since backing is limited for this grievance. Nevertheless, the EIT format should be 
seen as a help for test takers to conceptualize their own knowledge of the language, as the 
decontextualized sentences (i.e., there is no context, no visual cues to help the understanding of 
the sentences) require learners to be very focused during the test. Thus, this decontextualization 
of the sentences could be seen as a strength, rather than a weakness, for learners who want to be 
aware of their skills and limitations in the language. In reaction to this comment on 
decontextualize sentences for the EIT, Van Moere (2012) underlines the necessity to understand 
the distinction between communicative and psycholinguistic oral test tasks. While the first one 
(e.g., OPI) samples a range of real-life performance conditions under which language processing 
must occur, it also gathers noise in measurement (i.e., avoidance, delaying and circumlocutory 
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strategies), which in turn creates a broader construct. Hence, it reduces the testing condition 
standards and increases the lack of reliability. On the other hand, the psycholinguistic oral test 
(e.g., EIT) accurately and reliably assesses a construct—French oral/aural proficiency—which 
requires language learners to perform the test at a quick and real-time pace. The consequence of 
this test format is that “only test takers who have developed sufficient automaticity in processing 
linguistic information will perform successfully” (italics in original, p. 332). Consequently, Van 
Moere’s position reinforces the one presented by Chaudron et al. (2005), who posit that test 
takers’ oral productions represent “what can be expected from the recall of familiar and 
unfamiliar material, which thus establishes the baseline performance of learners of a language, 
depending on the degree to which they control the levels of linguistic representation needed for 
processing sentences in EI.” (2005, p.3) 
 Examining the EIT in light of these statements considered as backing, the EIT sentences 
may be said to be close to authentic materials, since they were recorded by a native French 
speaker at a regular pace. Furthermore, the EIT items were derived from French syllabi and 
textbooks, and the EIT design corresponds to the dual mandate of this research—SLA research 
and classroom placement. Therefore, the EIT is in fact a test, and the questions about validity 
arising from the use of isolated sentences may be disclaimed. 
As can be seen in Figure 6.1, the strength of the warrant for this first inference (domain 
definition) rests on the support that can be found for the three assumptions that underlie it. 
Following Kane’s work (1999, 2006) on test validation, the warrant presented above has to be 
validated to function as a valid ticket for the next inference—evaluation—which constitutes the 
next piece of the interpretive argument. It is acceptable to present this warrant as valid when the 
combination of several key elements is taken into consideration. Indeed, the experts’ judgment, 
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the domain analysis done during the workshop, the EIT test spec created and improved during 
the course of test development, the pilot study done on native and non-native speakers of French, 
and the relevant literature linked to this research constitute a valid ticket to cross the bridge to 
explore the next inference.  
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Figure 6.1 Domain Definition Inference for the EIT with Three Assumptions and Backing 
Warrant: Students’ performances on the EIT reveal relevant knowledge and 
oral/aural abilities in various situations (French classes in the U.S. Universities, 
in French-speaking environments) 
Ground: 
The target 
language 
use 
domain: 
Assumption #1: French language domain can be identified in the EIT 
Backing #1:  
* Items verification with French Native Speakers, TAs (expert judgment) 
* Workshop with experienced French TAs (applied linguist students) 
* Feedback on EIT test spec reinforce congruence between EIT items & 
textbook content 
Assumption #2: It is possible to recognize and define critical French language 
skills, knowledge, and processes, embedded in French classes, curriculum in 
colleges and universities in the U.S and in French-speaking environments 
Backing #2: 
* Workshop help to identify French attributes pertaining to different     
French classroom levels 
* TA’s feedback improved the EIT Test spec  
* EIT literature: Chaudron et al. (2005) and Van Moere (2012) 
Assumption #3: It is possible to use the task intended for assessment of 
important skills (listening and speaking) embedded in the French 
language domain as a test task. 
Backing #3: 
* Pilot Study (France and U.S.) 
* EIT sentences recorded by a Metropolitan French native speaker 
at a regular pace 
 
Intermediate Conclusions:  
- Test takers’ EIT performance identified French language abilities  
- EIT production by the test takers were representative of the French language 
 
Since 
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At the peak of Figure 6.1, we can see the intermediate conclusion established from the 
domain definition inference. This conclusion will be used as ground to develop the next 
inference of the interpretive argument. The next part will present the evaluation inference. 
 
6.2 Inference #2: Evaluation 
 
 The warrant for the evaluation inference is presented as follows: to specify the targeted 
language abilities, the EIT test takers’ scores were evaluated. This warrant is based on three 
assumptions that will be presented below. These assumptions are respectively associated with the 
scoring procedure, test delivery management, and statistical analyses. 
The first assumption for the warrant formulated for the evaluation inference can be 
expressed as follows: the rubrics used to assess the students’ oral production on the EIT 
correspond to the requisites for providing evidence of the language abilities targeted by the EIT.  
The backing for this assumption lies on the analysis of the rating system used, which is 
composed of six scales: meaning, syntax, morphology, vocabulary, pronunciation, and fluency. 
Each scale has 7 levels (0-6), and for each level rigorous attention was devoted to develop clear 
descriptors and matched real examples drawn from the pilot testing session to illustrate as closely 
as possible students’ oral performance on the EIT. These scales are the result of collaborative 
work between French instructors to (1) display a large panel of proficiency levels, (2) provide for 
each scale a conceptual distance between each score, and (3) define each level of the scale 
appropriately for ease of use for the raters. This approach facilitated the scoring system. 
Additionally, rater training sessions were organized according to Brown (2012) and Fulcher 
(2003) to ensure consistency between raters. This scoring training and the use of appropriate 
scales were justified by Cronbach’s Alpha (α= .99), which yields a high level of internal 
 173 
 
consistency across all the 50 items, thus confirming that the scales used for assessing students’ 
performance on the EIT are reliable.    
The second assumption, linked to this evaluation inference, is as follows: conditions for 
administration of the test correspond to the requisites for providing evidence of the language 
abilities targeted by the EIT. The endorsement for this assumption rests on the examination of 
the testing conditions—including the practice session and the actual EIT—that were developed 
via the EIT test spec, trialed, and finally revised based on the pilot test. Another important 
element concerns the exactitude of testing procedures that was guaranteed by the use of the 
software E-prime. Each test taker heard the same sentences (in semi-randomized presentation 
order – 10 lists were created – to avoid trial order effects), pronounced with the same elocution 
speed, and the same time lag (3 seconds) was used between the model sentence and the beep 
prompting the test taker to repeat the sentence. This time-lag is a crucial element of the EIT 
design, as it prevents any rote repetitions (McDade et al., 1982; Bley-Vroman & Chaudron, 
1994).  
This time lag also allows for a more psycholinguistic perspective of the use of the EIT. 
More precisely, studies in SLA have shown that the lower the proficiency is in a second 
language, the more difficult L2 processing becomes (especially in the absence of the necessary 
semantic knowledge); therefore, the more rapidly working memory capacity fills up (e.g., Scott, 
1994; Baddeley, Gathercole, & Papagno, 1998; Baddeley, 2003; Coughlin & Tremblay, 2013). 
Hence, as the EIT relies on students’ working memory, though in a controlled manner (McDade 
et al., 1982), it is likely that the EIT also taps into test takers’ proficiency. This relationship 
between working memory and proficiency increases the psycholinguistic reality of the EIT and 
also presents evidence of validity for the EIT as proficiency test.   
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An additional backing for this assumption—appropriate testing conditions—needs to be 
presented in regard to students’ comfort while performing the EIT. The test design allows 
students to decide when they want to hear the next sentence. Even if test takers could technically 
take as much time as they wanted between sentences, they usually took this opportunity only 
when they felt they needed to take a deep breath or adjust their sitting position before listening to 
the next sentence rather than waiting for longer periods. This break was considered more as a 
stress relief for test takers than as an actual break. This specificity was inspired from the 
Chaudron et al. study (2005) and was very well received by the students.   
The third assumption related to the evaluation inference is presented below. EIT variables 
such as the test items, specifically, their statistical characteristics, the design and form of the EIT, 
and the rubrics chosen for scoring are such that the correct criterion-referenced decisions can be 
made based on them. The backing for this assumption relies on the statistical analyses on the EIT 
outcomes, which are summarized below. The analyses of the 50 sentences composing the EIT 
reflect a wide range of difficulty (see Figure 5.13) and discriminability (see Table 5.7), revealing 
that students understood the task requirements and were able to fulfill them in various degrees of 
success resulting in  a wide range of scores being observed. This means that the EIT represents 
an appropriate internal format for measuring French proficiency. Furthermore, the 95% 
confidence interval reflected four different proficiency levels, and the internal consistency 
revealed by the Cronbach’s alpha (α=.99) computed from the EIT items indicates a very high 
level of reliability. This means that the EIT differentiates among learners (i.e., beginners, 
intermediate, and advanced) and the way the items work demonstrates a high level of internal 
consistency. 
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In regards to the measures used to score test takers’ performance, the graphical analyses 
of each scale revealed that the scales behave similarly (see Figure 5.12). This observation 
indicates that potentially not all of the scales are vital for the interpretation and use of EIT test 
scores, even if there is small variation amongst items within each scale. 
As schematized in Figure 6.2, the validity of the warrant for this second inference 
(evaluation) lies on the above three assumptions. As a result, it is acceptable to present this 
warrant as valid when considering the scoring system creation, the rater training, the test 
administration conditions, and the statistical analyses on the EIT outcomes.  
Thus, the above key elements create a valid ticket to cross another bridge to examine the 
next inference based on generalization.  
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Figure 6.2 Evaluation Inference for the EIT with Three Assumptions and Backing 
Warrant: To indicate the targeted language abilities the EIT test takers’ 
scores were evaluated. 
Ground: 
- Test takers’ EIT 
performance 
identified French 
language abilities  
- EIT production 
by the test takers 
were 
representative of 
the French 
language 
Assumption #1: The rubrics used to assess the students’ oral production on the 
EIT correspond to the requisites for providing evidence of the language abilities 
targeted by the EIT. 
Backing #1:  
* Rubrics: developed and revised based on French instructors’ 
collaboration 
* Rater training: Brown’s (2012) and Fulcher’s (2003) work 
 
Assumption #2: Test administration conditions correspond to requisites for 
providing evidence of the language abilities targeted by the EIT 
Backing #2: 
* Testing conditions: practice session and actual test 
* Administration conditions: developed (Spec), trialled (Pilot test), and 
revised  
* E-prime software guaranteed identical test delivery across test takers 
* EIT design prevents rote repetition, uses examinees’ working memory 
capacity (good predictor for proficiency), provides students stress relief. 
 
Assumption #3: EIT test items (statistical characteristics), design, form and scoring 
rubrics are such that correct criterion-referenced decisions can be made based on them 
 
Backing #3: 
EIT test items: wide range of difficulty (1.93-5.08); good level of 
discriminability (from 0.21 to 0.56). 
* High reliability estimate: Cronbach’s alpha (α=.99); consistent 
with previous EIT studies 
* 95 % Confidence interval reflects four proficiency levels 
* Modification in the outcome analyses were made as needed 
(outliers: 4.79% of the total data)   
 
Intermediate Conclusion:  
The EIT scores indicate test takers performance in French language  
 
Since 
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The evaluation inference generated an intermediate conclusion and can be seen at the top 
of Figure 6.2. This same conclusion will be used as grounds to discuss the third inference of the 
interpretive argument. Thus, the following part will focus on the generalization inference. 
 
6.3 Inference #3: Generalization 
 
The warrant for the generalization inference is presented as follows: across the EIT 
version and across raters, the EIT scores that were observed are estimates of the expected scores 
on the EIT. This warrant relies on three assumptions that pertain to numerical data, scoring 
system, and test spec. Each of them is presented below. 
The first one can be expressed as follows: to provide stable estimates of test takers’ 
performance, a sufficient numbers of items were included in the EIT and particular care was 
devoted to test a sufficiently high number of French students. The backing for this assumption 
rests on the number of examinees tested, the number of items used (50 sentences) to design the 
EIT, and the reliability analyses from the items. Indeed, a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (α= 0.99) 
reflects that the reliability estimates for the EIT items is really high, which means that the EIT 
items display a high degree of internal consistency to test students on their French abilities in the 
aural/oral modality. 
The second assumption supporting the warrant for the generalization inference is 
presented next: to rate the EIT oral production, relevant scales were used. The scale development 
for the EIT took place over several rounds due to the dual mandate of the EIT creation, and the 
final version is the result of collaboration between French instructors and scholars. The grading 
scales use 7 levels each (7 point scale). The minimum score that a test taker can get is 0, which 
indicates that he/she did not speak French or said nothing. The maximum score that a test taker 
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can get is 6, which corresponds to perfect repetition. The 0 scores have been retained in all the 
statistical analyses, as they did not impact the EIT global results (i.e., they did not inflate the 
correlation and relationships). 
The third assumption that reinforces the warrant concerns the creation of the EIT items 
and test spec. Indeed, they both are well defined, so it is believed that the creation of additional 
EITs or similar EIT items is possible. This assumption is based on a large amount of feedback 
collected here at the University of Illinois, which improved the current EIT Spec. However, 
despite all the positive and constructive feedback that enhanced this technical document, it is 
important to underline that this EIT is at the state of a doctoral research. Hence, it is not 
operational yet, which means that nobody has used this test spec apart from the main investigator 
of this doctoral research.  
As can be seen in Figure 6.3, the validity of the warrant for this third inference 
(generalization) rests on the three assumptions explained above. It is acceptable to present this 
warrant as valid when considering the number of items used in the EIT, the number of French 
students tested on the EIT, the scales used to grade the test takers oral productions, and the EIT 
test spec developed to allow future research.   
In conclusion, the above key elements compose a valid ticket to cross another bridge to 
investigate the next inference based on explanation.  
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Figure 6.3 Generalization Inference for the EIT with Three Assumptions and Backing 
 
Warrant: Across the EIT version and across raters, the EIT scores that 
were observed are estimates of the expected scores on the EIT. 
 
Ground: 
Observed 
Scores 
 
Assumption #1: To provide stable estimates of test takers’ performance, a sufficient number of 
items were included in the EIT, and a sufficiently high number of French students was tested 
 
Backing #1:  
* 200 test takers; 50 sentences 
* EIT items: high reliability estimate (Cronbach’s alpha = .99) 
 
Assumption #2: To rate the EIT oral production, relevant scales were used 
 
Backing #2: 
* Several scales were created, the most appropriate was kept (dual 
mandate of the research) 
* Scores of 0 are kept in the grading scale. Statistical analyses showed no 
impact on global results. 
* High inter-rater reliability was found across the test takers and items 
* Three raters: high reliability estimate (Cronbach’s alpha = .993) 
 
Assumption #3: EIT and test spec are well-defined, so the creation of 
additional EITs or similar EIT items is possible 
 
Backing #3: 
* The test spec was created and improved using feedback.  
Limitation: EIT not operational yet, nobody apart from main 
investigator used it to generate new EIT items. 
 
Intermediate Conclusion:  
Expected EIT scores were obtained across identical tasks, across parallel forms, and across 
raters 
 
Since 
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Between the generalization and explanation inferences, an intermediate conclusion was 
made. It appears at the top of Figure 6.3 and will now serve as the ground to analyze the next 
inference of the interpretative argument. Hence, the following part will consider the explanation 
inference. 
 
6.4 Inference #4: Explanation 
 
The fourth inference of the interpretive argument entitled ‘explanation’ relies on the 
warrant as it will be stated next. The construct of French proficiency in the aural/oral modality 
yields the expected scores on the EIT. This warrant is based on three assumptions, which are 
associated with test taker language knowledge and abilities to perform well on the EIT and the 
statistical analyses concerning test takers and the items task.  
The first assumption states that theoretical expectations will modulate the type of 
linguistic knowledge required to complete the EIT in a successful manner. Similarly, they will 
modulate the processes and strategies that a student will have to use to score well on the EIT.  
In other words, test takers enrolled in their fifth semester of French will perform better than test 
takers enrolled in their first semester. The backing for this assumption relies on different 
scholarly publications. As mentioned by Bley-Vroman and Chaudron in their general 
observations regarding the EIT: “The more you know of a foreign language, the better you can 
imitate the sentences of the language. Thus, EI (which stand for Elicited Imitation) is a 
reasonable measure of ‘global proficiency.’” (1994, p. 247). Van Moere (2012) reinforced the 
same perspective as in his research on the Versant test when he presented the EIT as a tool 
measuring the processing efficiency of the test takers.   
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An additional backing for this inference is the time that test takers in this research took to 
complete the EIT. On average, test takers who completed both parts of the EIT took 13 minutes 
57 seconds. This time excludes the practice session, which took  an average 2 minutes 24 
seconds. As a result, the time that test takers used to complete the EIT is convenient and 
impressive since the test design can be considered as self-paced if we consider that students 
always decided when to listen to the next sentence. Regarding test takers’ strategies when 
performing the EIT, the following examples, taken from students’ oral production, support the 
EIT in terms of interlanguage growth and discourse representation.  
 
Original Sentence #8. 
Il est possible qu’il pleuve des cordes. 
It may rain cats and dogs. 
Test taker’s oral production: 
Il pleut d’accord. 
It is raining okay. 
 
Original Sentence #11.  
Le petit garçon dont le chaton est mort hier est triste.  
The little boy, whose kitten died yesterday, is sad. 
Test taker’s oral production: 
Le petit garçon dans le château est mort hier, c’est triste.  
The little boy died yesterday in the castle, it’s sad. 
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Original Sentence #38.  
Elle a décidé de suivre des études d'arts plastiques à l'école des Beaux-Arts.  
She decided to study Fine Arts at the "École des Beaux-Arts." 
Test taker’s oral production: 
Elle étudie tout de suite à l’école des arbres 
She studies right away at the tree school 
 
In Sentence #8, among other attributes, test takers are assessed on their knowledge of an 
idiomatic expression pleuvoir des cordes, which means ‘raining cats and dogs’ in English. 
Instead, the test taker produces the French word d’accord (which means “okay, all right” in 
English), in part because s/he may not yet have learned that the word-final /d/ in d’accord isn’t 
pronounced in French (while the /d/ in the word cordes (‘rope’ in English) is overtly realized), 
and in part because this test taker does not know the expression pleuvoir des cordes (‘raining cats 
and dogs’ in English). This substitution of an unknown collocation with a known French word is 
therefore interesting. In Sentence #11, the test taker’s lack of complex syntax and difficulty in 
perceiving nasal vowels (i.e., /ɔ̃/ in the word chaton, which corresponds to ‘kitten’ in English) 
may be underlying some of the errors; yet, the test taker finds a way to turn this into a coherent 
sentence, albeit with a different meaning. In Sentence #38, the liaison in Beaux Arts (i.e., /z/ in 
/bozaʁ/) also triggers an interesting error. It appears that the test taker retains this liaison and 
then finds a close phonetic match in des arbres (/dezaʁbʁə/), which means ‘some trees’ in 
English. These substitutions provide a particularly enlightening insight into the mind of the L2 
learner and test taker. 
The reconstruction that takes place when students do not have all the knowledge they 
need to repeat the sentence in its exact form further reinforces the EIT interpretive argument. In 
 183 
 
all these cases, the test takers created sentences that are mostly grammatical (simpler, different, 
but mostly grammatical). These sentences provide further evidence that the test takers are not 
parroting the sentences when completing the EIT but creating a coherent representation of the 
sentences, one that can be handled by their linguistic competence in French. The examples above 
reinforce two important points. First, they illustrate that the EIT can reflect different levels of 
proficiency; second, these levels can be reflected in different criteria such as syntax, phonetics, 
or meaning, as illustrated with the above examples.  
Another important point needs to be mentioned in terms of teaching practice and how the 
EIT can be valuable for French teachers. The current language teaching approach in American 
universities follows communicative language teaching (CLT) principles, which put a focus on 
the following dimensions: the discourse dimension, the interpersonal dimension, and the 
communicative dimension (Breen & Candlin, 1980). Despite the fact that the EIT design does 
not allow for authentic communication, it does nonetheless underline the knowledge of the 
language conventions that students need to master to be able to complete the repetition task. 
More precisely, the phonological aspects of the French language represented in the EIT 
sentences (e.g., liaison, nasal vowels) test the students on their mastery of these important 
language properties. To the extent that these (form) aspects will impact successful 
communication, the EIT, to a certain degree, addresses dimensions that the CLT values. 
The second assumption that supports the warrant for the explanation inference is the 
following: based on theoretical assumptions, one can expect a student’s performance on the EIT 
to be similar to that on other measures of the same domain (here, French language). The support 
for this assumption is the results of the statistical analyses presented previously. The present EIT 
yielded similar results to the French EIT developed by Tracy-Ventura et al (2013), with the test 
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showing similar item difficulty ranges (i.e.,  1.07/4- 3.97/4 for Tracy-Ventura et al.’s study; 
<1.93/6-5.08/6 for the present study). Concerning the internal consistency, both studies 
demonstrated high Cronbach’s alpha, with the present EIT study being more internally consistent 
(α=.98 across three raters, n=200) than Tracy-Ventura et al.’s study (α=.92 across two raters, 
n=29), potentially due to the larger number of test takers and raters in this study. For the inter-
rater reliability, Tracy-Ventura et al.’s study reported a 94% exact agreement, and the present 
research reflected correlation coefficients going from 0.98 to 0.99. Additionally, the positive and 
strong correlation that was found between the EIT scores and the cloze test scores (r = .875; sig. 
at p <.01; n=200) and the positive and strong relationship between the EIT scores and the French 
placement test scores (R2= .73; R2 equation: y=0.001x2 - 0.0702x +3.6337; n=40) justify that the 
EIT measures the same construct, that of global proficiency.        
The last assumption for this explanation inference is as follows: the theoretical view of 
language proficiency, which views proficiency as a number of highly interrelated components, is 
compatible with the internal structure of the test scores. The backing for this assumption relies on 
the strong correlations that exist between the EIT scales as mentioned earlier. As has been 
shown, all six scales have the same distribution. Furthermore the items’ positions between scales 
differs a little, but not a lot. This affords the suggestion that fewer scales be used, as similar EIT 
scores could be obtained. This idea could be particularly useful, especially for practicality 
purposes, for the SLA scholars who would value the reduction of the EIT scoring time.   
As represented in Figure 6.4, the validity of the warrant for this fourth inference 
(explanation) rests on three assumptions that justify it. This warrant can be presented as strong 
when taking into consideration the following backing: the previous SLA literature, the authentic 
test takers’ oral productions, the correlation coefficients between the EIT scores and the cloze 
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test scores and EIT scores and the French placement test scores, and the correlations that exist 
between all the six scales.    
In conclusion, the above key elements constitute a valid ticket to go over the next bridge 
which is based on extrapolation.  
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Figure 6.4 Explanation Inference for the EIT with Three Assumption and Backing 
 
 
Warrant: The construct of French proficiency in the aural/oral yields the 
expected scores on the EIT. 
 
Ground: 
Expected 
Scores 
 
Assumption #1: Theoretical expectations will modulate linguistic knowledge, 
processes, and strategies that a student will have to use to score well on the EIT.  
 
Backing #1:  
* EIT completion time, processes (previous EIT studies), and test 
takers strategies supported the justification for the EIT.  
* To a certain degree, EIT addresses discourse dimension that CLT 
values 
Assumption #2: One can expect a student’s performance on the EIT to be 
similar to that on other measures of the same domain (French language). 
Backing #2: 
* Expected relationship with previous French EIT  
(Tracy-Ventura et al. 2013)  
* Expected correlation between EIT global scores and cloze test  
(r= .875, p<.01) 
* Expected relationship between EIT global scores and FPT  
(R2 = 0.7384); n=40) 
 
Assumption #3: Theoretical view of language proficiency (a number of highly 
interrelated components) is compatible with the internal structure of the test scores. 
components 
Backing #3: 
* Relationships among measures within the test (scales behave 
similarly)  
* Gradual language development illustrated by the item variation 
within each scale  
* Self-reported language experience information 
 
Intermediate Conclusion:  
EIT sentences and test spec portray French proficiency construct 
 
Since 
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The intermediate conclusion drawn for the explanation inference, which appears at the 
top of Figure 6.4, will now serve as the ground to analyze the fifth inference of the interpretive 
argument. Hence, the following part will discuss the extrapolation inference. 
 
6.5 Inference #5: Extrapolation 
 
The warrant for the extrapolation inference is presented as follows: the way the EIT 
assesses French proficiency provides useful information about the linguistic performance of 
French learners for SLA scholars, French instructors, and language program directors at the 
university level in an American setting. The sole assumption behind the warrant for the 
extrapolation inference, which was used in the previous inference, is as follows. Based on 
theoretical assumptions, one can expect a student’s performance on the EIT to be similar to that 
on other measures of the same domain (here, French language). The pieces of evidence for this 
assumption are as follows. In conjunction with the EIT, test takers also completed a cloze test, a 
measure used in French SLA research. The correlation coefficient between these two measures 
of global proficiency (i.e., EIT and Cloze) is very high (r = .875) and significant (p <.01). This 
means that the two French language tests measure the same construct, which is French 
proficiency. The second piece of evidence for this warrant is highlighted by the second French 
language proficiency test used at the University of Illinois for French classroom placement. The 
relationship between these two tests (i.e., EIT and French Placement test) is also very strong, 
with an R2 coefficient of .73 (y=0.001x2 - 0.0702x +3.6337; n=40), which indicates the amount 
of variation in the EIT scores explained by the FPT squared and the FPT. It should be noted that 
this strong relationship is seen despite the smaller number of test takers (n=40) as compared to 
the entire set of data (n=200). These positive results demonstrate that both the EIT and the 
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French placement test measure French proficiency, although in different modalities (aural/oral 
vs. written).  
Additional backing for this assumption is revealed by the supplementary relationships 
that were run between the EIT and the following measures, which were all self-reported from test 
takers. The EIT presents a positive and moderate relationship with the classroom levels. The R2 
coefficient (R2=0.62) indicates that a substantial amount of the variance is explained by 
classroom level squared and classroom level in the EIT scores (R2 equation: y=0.1008x2 -
0.3761x +2.6404). This means that the results that test takers obtained are moderately linked to 
the French classroom they were enrolled in at the time they took the test. Additionally, when 
students self-assessed their French listening and speaking skills, their judgment also correlated 
moderately (R2=0.62, R2 equation: y=0.0438x2 +0.711x +1.631 for listening and R2=0.57, R2 
equation: y=0.0438x2 +0.711x +1.631 for speaking) with their EIT scores. The results are 
obtained from test takers’ self-assessment immediately following the first part of the EIT (i.e., 25 
sentences) and therefore probably reflect the test takers’ most recent opinion of their level. The 
results indicate that the EIT might have helped these test takers become aware of their real ability 
in French. Another contributing factor for the results could be the lack of precise descriptors for 
the self-assessment scale. It is also possible that both of these measures correlate with 
proficiency and thus with each other. Another relationship that provides additional pieces of 
evidence in favor of the EIT is the one between the EIT and years of formal French instruction. 
As this relationship is positive and moderate (R2=0.41, R2 equation: y=0.00092x2 +0.3043x 
+2.0129), this suggests that this relationship can be potentially useful for language program 
directors in terms of washback, for instance. Washback refers to the effect that a test has on 
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learning and teaching. This relationship may indicate that the more French classes students take, 
the better they will be at French.  
Besides the aforementioned positive relationships and one positive correlation that the 
EIT has, it should be mentioned that three weak relationships were found. The results from the 
relationship between the EIT and French immersion in a French-speaking environment is 
positive but weak (R2=0.36, R2 equation: y=0.0034x2 +0.1829x +2.9753), which suggests that 
immersion in a French-speaking environment is only a weak predictor of proficiency measured 
by the EIT with this data set. Hence, the more experience abroad they have, the higher their level 
can be. The relationship between EIT and percentage of French use is also positive but weak 
(R2=0.13, R2 equation: y=0.0005x2 +0.0541x +2.7772), which suggests that the percentage 
students self-reported regarding their French use during the week is only a weak predictor of 
their EIT scores. This might be explained by the fact that the EIT test takers (Anglophones, all 
tested in the US) have restricted French use outside the classroom. Finally the EIT scores and 
age of first exposure to French present a negative but weak relationship (R2=0.22, R2 equation: 
y=4.6547e -0.029x). This is indeed an expected outcome as it is in line with general SLA 
findings, which show that the older an individual is when learning a language, the more 
challenging it will be for him/her to reach a very high level in it (e.g., Johnson & Newport, 1989; 
Birdsong & Mollis, 2001; Bialystok & Miller, 1999; DeKeyser, 2000). However, one should be 
cautious in interpreting age of acquisition as the only explanation for this negative relationship, 
as age of acquisition was also negatively correlated with both years of instruction and time spent 
in a French-speaking environment. 
A last point to mention concerns the backing for this inference. Positive and constructive 
feedback was provided to the researcher during the workshop and the test-spec reading. Several 
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French teachers expressed positive attitudes toward using the EIT as a supplement for the current 
French placement test. The ideas shared were that it would be beneficial as it would set the tone 
for the French program enhancement (assuming that all new students enrolled in FR 101 would 
be tested at the Center of Innovation Teaching and Learning) and it might motivate students to 
participate more actively in oral production in the classroom.  
It is important to underline that for this fifth inference (extrapolation), the sole 
assumption made is identical to one of the assumptions presented earlier for the previous 
inference (explanation), but the backings are not exactly the same. This is in line with the 
validity argument model developed by Chapelle et al. (2008) and followed in this dissertation. 
This constraint of reusing one assumption, but not all of the same backings, from the previous 
inference might be explained as follows. To be able to extrapolate from the obtained results, it is 
necessary to first reiterate them to better assert the extrapolations that are drawn from them. 
Thus, this argumentation uses an open scope, going first from similar and closely available 
proficiency tests (i.e., previous French EIT, Cloze, and PFT) to then enlarge the comparison 
process to other self-reported measures (i.e., years of formal French instruction, percentage of 
weekly French uses, etc.) to see how the EIT compares to these additional language self-reported 
measures. However, Chapelle et al.’s model might present a limitation for tests that are not 
operational yet as in the present research. As the EIT is not used yet, it is then difficult to present 
certain kinds of evidence, such as positive feedback from the instructors or classroom 
placements, as they do not yet exist. This small stricture in Chapelle et al.’s model — originally 
developed for the high stake TOEFL exam — limits the validation process for the EIT, which is 
a low stake exam. It is then interesting to question whether this limitation is linked to low stake 
assessments such as the EIT, or because of the EIT itself, which is linked to a dual mandate.   
 191 
 
Figure 6.5 below summarizes the validity of the warrant for this fifth inference 
(extrapolation), which rests on the assumption that supports it. In light of the current research, it 
is acceptable to present this warrant as valid when considering the positive correlation and the 
positive relationship with the two French proficiency measures (i.e., EIT and FPT) used at the 
University of Illinois and the additional relationships based on the self-reported evaluations 
mentioned above.   
In conclusion, the above correlation and relationships that the EIT demonstrates with 
various French assessments (i.e., established French proficiency tests and self-assessments) and 
the French teacher’s positive feedback aim to present a valid ticket to cross the last bridge to 
consider the final inference based on utilization.  
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Figure 6.5 Extrapolation Inference for the EIT with One Assumption and Backing 
 
At the peak of Figure 6.5, we can see the intermediate conclusion conceived from the 
extrapolation inference. This is this same conclusion which will be used as grounds to present the 
last inference of the interpretive argument. Thus, the consecutive part will center on the 
utilization inference.  
 
 
 
Warrant: EIT results provide useful information about linguistic performance of 
French learners for SLA scholars, French instructors, and language program 
directors at the university level in an American setting.  
 
Ground: 
Construct of 
French 
Proficiency 
 
Assumption #1: Based on theoretical assumptions, one can expect a student’s performance 
on the EIT to be similar to that on other measures of the same domain (French language) 
Backing #1a: SLA Scholars 
* Results indicate that the EIT 
correlates strongly with: 
- The cloze test 
is related to: 
- University French placement 
Test 
- Test takers’ self-assessment 
(listening & speaking) 
- Other self-reported measures 
 
Intermediate Conclusion: Expected EIT scores are linked to target scores, which is French 
proficiency for an academic teaching context use and SLA research 
Since 
Backing #1b: French Teachers 
* Results indicate that the EIT is 
associated with:  
- University French placement Test  
- French classes 
- Test takers’ self-assessment 
(listening & speaking)  
 * French instructors (spec 
reviewers) shared their positive 
attitudes towards using the EIT  
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6.6 Inference #6: Utilization 
 
 As the EIT is a doctoral research project, its current state is not operational yet. Thus, it 
makes it difficult to draw the last inference following Chapelle et al.’s (2008) framework. 
Indeed, due to the nature of the EIT, it is understandable that the scale of this research differs 
from other major validation studies (like Chapelle et al., 2008) and so does the research budget 
linked to it. However, this part will be dedicated to ponder what this last inference could look 
like if, indeed, the EIT was to be used at the University of Illinois. 
 The warrant for this last inference is as follows: the estimates of the test takers’ 
performance on the EIT are useful, in conjunction with other estimates, to make important 
decisions such as placement for SLA research, placement in French classrooms, and curriculum 
improvement. The assumption that supports the warrant for the utilization inference is as 
follows. The EIT test scores can be easily and clearly interpreted by SLA scholars, and therefore 
can be used in research. The backing for this particular assumption is as follows: in this 
dissertation, the statistical results yield a positive and strong correlation with cloze test scores 
(r=.875, p<.01). Furthermore, when computing and plotting the 95% Confidence Interval, four 
different levels were observed graphically, which translates to a range that estimates the true 
population value for the EIT results.  
 In regard to the French teaching context, the assumption is difficult to establish, as more 
work needs to be done. Indeed, for teachers and language program directors, the meaning of the 
EIT test scores is not ready yet as their interpretation and use are not clear enough. The 
aforementioned positive relationships found are certainly encouraging, especially the strong R2 
coefficient (R2= .73), which reflects the relationship between the EIT scores and the FPT. 
Nevertheless, the four levels yielded by the 95% Confidence Interval may not be sufficient for 
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the diversity of French classes offered by the Department of French. Hence, the challenge for the 
Director of Basic Languages/French Language and French teachers is therefore to work out 
whether they can consider the average that has been calculated from this present sample (n=200) 
as representative of the target student population (i.e., UIUC students learners of French).  
 To address the limitations of the outcomes presented above, additional analyses were 
done on the item discrimination indices to see how the EIT test items would evolve when the 7 
levels are separated and regrouped as follows. Level 1-4 corresponds to the introductory courses 
(i.e., the first four semesters of French) for which some overlap was identified. Level 5-7 
corresponds to the advanced courses (i.e., from the Grammar and Style class, the higher levels, 
and encompassing the French graduate Teaching assistants). The expectations of these additional 
statistics are as follows. The value of the item discrimination indices for level 1-4 (n=77) should 
decrease since the item discrimination indices should reflect the overlapping in content among 
these levels (1-4). Regarding Level 5-7 (n=123), the item discrimination indices might increase 
compared to the previously observed indices with the complete set of data (n=200). Thus, when 
looking at Level 5-7 alone, the item discrimination indices might help to see which items are 
performing very well within that level. These groupings were computed, and the detailed results 
of the item discriminations indices for each new group are illustrated in Appendix L. The 
summary of the findings are displayed in Table 6.1.  
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Table 6.1 Discrimination Indices (DI) according to Various Grouping Levels 
 
 
Min. 
DI 
Max. 
DI 
Average of 
DI (k=50) 
St. Dev. 
of DI 
% DI < .2 
(Low DI) 
% DI > or = 
.2 (Average 
DI) 
% DI > or = .4 
(High DI) 
Level 1-7 
(n=200) 
0.21 0.56 0.37 0.08 None 
56 % 
(k=28) 
44 % 
(k=22) 
Level 1-4 
(n=77) 
0.06 0.40 0.16 0.07 
78% 
(k=39) 
22 % 
(k=11) 
4 % 
(k=2) 
Level 5-7 
(n=123) 
0.11 0.50 0.33 0.08 
8 % 
(k=4) 
92 % 
(k=46) 
20 % 
(k=10) 
Level 1-2 
(n=39) 
0.06 0.42 0.19 0.09 
60 % 
(k=30) 
40% 
(k=20) 
2 % 
(k=1) 
Level 3-4 
(n=38) 
0.01 0.37 0.15 0.09 
72% 
(k=36) 
28% 
(k=14) 
None 
Level 5 
(n=58) 
0.08 0.39 0.21 0.08 
46% 
(k=23) 
54% 
(k=27) 
None 
Level 6 
(n=46) 
0.09 0.51 0.29 0.09 
16% 
(k=8) 
84% 
(k=42) 
10% 
(k=5) 
Level 7 
(n=19) 
0.01 0.48 0.20 0.11 
48% 
(k=24) 
52% 
(k=26) 
4% 
(k=2) 
  
As can be seen in Table 6.1, the new groupings (Level 1-4 and Level 5-7 bolded in Table 
6.1) do not provide higher values of item discrimination indices (DI) than the ones previously 
presented with the complete set of data in Table 5.7. The maximum DI for Level 1-4 is 0.40 and 
for Level 5-7 the maximum DI is 0.50, which is still lower than the highest DI computed with the 
complete set of data (Level 1-7; DI=0.56). The same trend is identified when observing the 
average of DI. The highest averaged value of DI is first noted for Level 1-7 (DI=0.37), then for 
Level 5-7 (DI=0.33), and finally for Level 1-4 (DI=0.37). When comparing the range of DI for 
these two new groups (Level 1-4 and Level 5-7), according to Ebel’s classification (1954), 
‘average’ (i.e., DI>.2) and ‘high’ (i.e., DI>.4) range of DI were observed with Level 5-7 (i.e., 92 
%, k=46 for ‘average’ DI and 20%, k=10 for ‘high’ DI). With Level 1-4 the observed range of DI 
yielded lower results (i.e., 22 %, k=11 for ‘average’ DI and 4%, k=2 for ‘high’ DI). It is also 
interesting to note that the DI values for the EIT test items appeared somewhat weaker when the 
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DI were computed for Level 1-2 and Level 3-4. These observations were expected given the 
results explained previously, and they might also be due to the group size.  
These additional statistics on the EIT test items could be interpreted as follows. The item 
discrimination analyses run on Level 1-4 and Level 5-7 reinforce the previous observation. More 
precisely, the discrimination analyses corroborate the important overlap that exists between the 
first four semesters of French (Level 1-4). The evidence for this inference (high degree of 
overlap between the 4 groups) lies in the high number of poor discrimination indices for the EIT 
test items for this Level 1-4. Indeed, 78% of the EIT items present a low value of discrimination 
indices. When taking into consideration the whole data set, the EIT items discriminate well 
amongst test takers (i.e., average DI=0.37, min. DI=0.21, Max. DI=0.56). Hence, it appears that 
the EIT items can discriminate between various proficiencies, but with the present data set there 
is no statistical evidence that presents the first four levels of French differently enough to be 
separated statistically. As a consequence, when looking at Figure 5.5 with the 95 % Confidence 
Intervals, it seems that with this current population the EIT may discriminate among 4 different 
proficiency groups. However, in light of the latest statistical analysis (discrimination indices for 
Level 1-4 and Level 5-7) and when looking at the syllabi from a language development 
perspective, these 4 groups should be divided into two different groups: introductory courses 
(Level 1-4) and more advanced courses (Level 5-7).  
When examining the additional statistics concerning the item discrimination indices in 
Table 6.1, especially regarding Level 5, Level 6, and Level 7 (the last three rows), it is  
interesting to note that on average more than 50% of the EIT items reveal discrimination indices 
higher than .2. In other words, these results indicate that for Level 5 and Level 7 more than the 
half of the items (54% and 52% for each level respectively) works well in portraying the EIT as a 
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French proficiency test. For Level 6, the percentage of items that present an acceptable level of 
DI is even higher (84% have an ‘average’ DI and 10 % have a ‘high’ DI). However, despite these 
encouraging results – especially for Level 6 – the percentage of ‘average’ and ‘high’ DI for 
Level 5, Level 6, and Level7 may not be sufficient to reinforce the grouping presented in Figure 
5.5 by the 95 % Confidence Intervals. Hence, it seems that with the present outcomes, the French 
EIT can discriminate between only 2 different proficiency groups (i.e., introductory courses and 
more advance courses). 
These results based on theoretical reasoning (i.e., syllabi overlap) and empirical data (i.e., 
item discrimination analyses computed from the EIT test scores; see Table 6.1) suggest a 
limitation of the EIT for the classroom placement mandate, but do not necessarily threaten the 
validity argument of the EIT. Indeed, as mentioned earlier in the dissertation, the lack of rigorous 
checks if students has taken the FPT to be appropriately placed into French classes, and the fact 
that sometimes students choose to take an easier class, might explain the proficiency overlap 
observed in the four first semesters of French. The EIT outcomes could potentially yield more 
fine-grained details, which could be used as washback, but more analysis would need to be 
undertaken for this purpose.  
Stepping outside from the backing of the French language program assumption (in the 
Utilization inference), it is important to underline that additional endeavors would need to be 
undertaken if the EIT is to be implemented in a language department as a placement component. 
More precisely, materials may be produced to link test takers’ results to syllabi and a score report 
could be created to explain the scores to students. 
 198 
 
As can be seen in Figure 6.6, the validity of the warrant for this final inference 
(utilization) rests on one assumption, which is divided into two parts due to the dual mandate of 
the EIT.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.6 Utilization Inference for the EIT With One Assumption and Backing 
 
The interpretive argument for the EIT has been developed and illustrated following the 
Chapelle et al. (2008) framework. It helped us to understand how the post-Messick validity 
paradigm is currently used in educational measurement. Moreover, the mechanics of this 
particular structure – chain of inferences –highlighted how language testing scholars organize 
Warrant: Estimates of test takers’ performance on the EIT are useful, in 
conjunction with other estimates, to make important decisions such as placement 
for SLA research, placement in French classrooms, and curriculum improvement 
Ground: 
Target score 
 
Assumption #1a: SLA Scholars 
EIT test scores can be easily and 
clearly interpreted by SLA scholars 
and therefore can be used in 
research 
 
Final Conclusion:  
- EIT test scores  reflect the ability to listen, process, and speak French 
- The EIT scores are useful for proficiency grouping in SLA and potentially for 
classroom placement 
 
Since 
Assumption #1b: French Language 
Program 
The meaning of the EIT test scores is 
not ready yet.  
 
Backing #1a: SLA Scholars 
* High linear correlation with the 
cloze test 
* The statistical results yielded 
four different levels (95% CI) 
 
 
 
Backing #1b: French Language 
Program 
* Strong relationship with the FPT 
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their thoughts and how they use each piece of evidence to justify the interpretation of the scores 
and use for the test.  The next part will summarize the goals of the present research. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 200 
 
CHAPTER 7 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 
7 Summary of Findings and Discussion 
 
 The choice and development of the EIT were influenced by its dual mandate (e.g., SLA 
research and classroom placement). Test takers’ results on the EIT provided evidence for both of 
these mandates, but one appears to be more complete than the other. Indeed, with the current EIT 
outcomes, there is stronger evidence for using the EIT in the context of SLA research than for 
classroom placement. This is explained mainly by the strong relationship observed between the 
EIT scores and the cloze test scores and the 95% Confidence Interval that shows four different 
levels of proficiency, which may be deemed sufficient for SLA research. For the use of the EIT 
as a component of the French placement test (FPT), the results also showed a strong relationship 
between the EIT scores and the FPT scores, as well as between the EIT scores and classroom 
levels. However, despite these strong statistical results, more work is necessary in order to use 
the EIT as a complement to the FPT. More precisely, additional work needs to be undertaken in 
regard to the results yielded by the 95% confidence interval to see how they can be used for 
classroom placement. Furthermore, a scoring report would be important to create to help students 
understand their strengths and weaknesses in the language. This scoring report would also be 
helpful for washback. If teachers could/would be aware of the main strengths and weaknesses of 
their students thanks to the EIT score report, it could have an impact on their teaching style, such 
as focusing more on particular syllabus content revealed by the EIT report (i.e., subjunctive, or 
nasal vowel pronunciation). 
 
 201 
 
 When examining the EIT results in a fine-grained manner, it is interesting to note that the 
students’ self-assessment on their listening and speaking proficiency seems to closely correspond 
to their real performance when compared to the EIT scores. It is important to remember that test 
takers assessed themselves after the first half of the EIT. Thus, they had their own experience on 
the EIT in addition to their participation in French classes to assess themselves. These are 
important results to report because the EIT might help students to realize their real potential in 
the language, or it can also be that these measures (i.e., listening and speaking skills) happen to 
correlate with the EIT scores and therefore to each other.    
 Another interesting result concerns the variation in item difficulty amongst the scales. It 
helps to visualize how each item varies according to each scale and can potentially be useful for 
EIT improvement for SLA scholars and score reports for the teachers and students. 
 In terms of classroom placement, the relationship between the EIT scores and classroom 
levels are informative since they indicate that there is a strong relationship between these two 
variables. What is more informative, from the perspective of a language program director, is the 
overlap between the second, third, and fourth semester. This might be due to the content overlap 
that exists between these classes. It could also depend on the effort made by the student.  It 
should be noted that since the passing grade for the class is a D, the variability among students is 
likely to increase as the classroom level increases. This can be useful information for syllabus 
and curriculum development.    
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7.1 Validity Argument for EIT Use as a Component for Language Placement Test 
 
Following Chapelle et al.’s framework (2008), creating an interpretive argument for the 
EIT was useful in that it provided useful guidelines on how to organize the different types of 
evidence gathered during the research on the EIT. Hence, their model helped to create this 
massive argumentation with the goal of justifying the interpretation and use of the EIT scores. 
However, as Chapelle et al.’s framework was developed for a norm-referenced test (i.e., TOEFL 
exam) that has a different mandate and has a higher research budget, aligning the present 
research to this model presented some limitations, especially for the previously mentioned 
teaching-related mandate. It is nonetheless a valuable experience to work with this model, which 
is considered a standard in educational measurement, in order to better understand how 
professional language testers envision and work with the post-Messick validity paradigm.    
 
7.2 Answers to Each Research Question 
 
This doctoral research investigated one research question that was focused on different 
facets of the EIT creation; hence, it implies several sub questions. The purpose of each question 
was to establish the degree to which EIT presents validity evidence that establishes the construct 
being tested: French proficiency on the oral/aural modality.  The main research question was: 
(To what extent) can the EIT provide validity evidence that establishes the adequacy and 
appropriateness of the construct being tested: French proficiency on the oral/aural modality 
within this dual test mandate (SLA research placement and classroom placement settings)?  
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 7.2.1 Sub Research Question #1 
 
The first sub research question was: to what degree does the EIT present evidence of 
validity for assessing the oral proficiency of French learners? More precisely, how do the EIT 
test scores compare to other measures of proficiency (i.e., cloze test and University French 
placement test) for predicting classroom level and how does it relate to self-reported language 
experience information (i.e., language background questionnaire)?  
This question was examined through the statistical outcomes collected from the 
relationships observed among several variables. These relationships, at various degrees of 
strength, represent evidence for the EIT validity argument. The statistical analyses indicate three 
main types of relationships.  
The first type relates to relationships that demonstrate a strong correlation coefficient or a 
strong R2 coefficient. A strong relationship was observed between the EIT scores and the cloze 
test scores, and a strong relationship was observed between the EIT scores and the FPT scores. 
All these strong positive relationships confirm that the EIT measures French proficiency. 
As has been noticed, the EIT scores and the close test scores show a strong relationship. 
One could suggest that in light of these results, it is better to use the cloze test rather than the EIT 
since it yields similar results and it requires less logistics to administer and less time to rate. Such 
a comment, however, would disregard the fact that although both tests measure the same 
construct (global French proficiency), they do so in different modalities, thus providing different 
pieces of information; this point is extremely important in terms of validity argument. Oral and 
written proficiency do not necessarily develop at the same rate amongst language students. We 
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observed that with the present student population this is the case, but it may be different for a 
different L2 French population.  
The second type relates to relationships that indicate moderate R2 coefficients. Indeed, 
moderate relationships were observed between the EIT scores and classroom levels, between the 
EIT scores and self-rated listening and speaking proficiency, between the EIT scores and the 
years of formal French instruction, and between the EIT scores and the amount of time spent in a 
French-speaking environment. These moderate positive relationships endorse that these variables 
are good predictors of the EIT scores.   
  The third type relates to relationships that indicate weak R2 coefficients. A weak and 
negative relationship was observed between the EIT scores and age of first exposure and a 
positive and weak relationship was observed between the EIT scores and weekly percentage of 
French use. The observed weak and negative relationship is in line with general SLA findings on 
age-of-acquisition effects (e.g., Johnson & Newport, 1989; Birdsong & Mollis, 2001; Bialystok 
& Miller, 1999; DeKeyser, 2000), though in this case it is difficult to attribute age of acquisition 
as the only factor responsible for the test takers’ performance (see Sections 5.1.3 and 6.5). For 
the second relationship, which is positive and weak, it indicates that French students in this 
particular university in the U.S. do not use their French outside of class very much. For the 
current population tested, these weak relationships indicate that these two variables are not very 
good predictors of the EIT scores. 
 
 
 
 
 205 
 
7.2.2 Sub Research Question #2 
 
The second sub research question was: Do the EIT test scores provide evidence of 
reliability? Is there significant variability among raters for the same test takers? Are the raters 
consistent across test items? Concerning the evidence of reliability for the EIT, the Cronbach’s 
alpha coefficients indicated that both the raters and the test items were internally consistent, and 
these findings are consistent with previous research on the EIT. The raters’ averaged ratings 
across scales are strongly correlated, indicating that the three raters assigned similar ratings to 
the test takers and test items. Finally, strong correlations between EIT ratings on the different 
scales were observed, and this may be due to the descriptors used in each scale (±50% criterion 
that defined the scales).  
Variability among raters was considered through descriptive statistics and inter-rater 
reliability between raters. When considering the average rating for each rater (rater 1: 3.40; rater 
2: 3.07; rater 3: 3.38), no major difference was noticed. In terms of inter-rater reliability and 
reliability across test takers and test items, the coefficients were all very high. These results 
indicate that they were all consistent in their rating for each test taker and each test item. 
 
7.2.3 Sub Research Question #3 
 
The third sub research question was: To what extent do the EIT test scores discriminate 
amongst test takers? Do the EIT results yield test score interpretation and use for both of the 
contexts that the EIT has been created?  
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For the EIT items and from a statistical point of view, a sufficient number of test takers 
was assessed (n=200), which allows for the generalization inference following Chapelle et al.’s 
model (2008). Furthermore, as the EIT is composed of 50 sentences that have been proofread 
and checked by French experts (i.e., French TAs, native and non-native speakers of French), it is 
acceptable to present these test items as valid to best represent the French language. 
Additionally, the EIT test items elicited productions that varied considerably in difficulty, and 
the 50 items discriminated well amongst the test takers. This was illustrated by the 
discrimination index that revealed that 44% of the items have a high discrimination index and 
56% have an average discrimination index. Finally, it has been shown that the EIT outcomes 
yielded four main proficiency groups with the 95% Confidence Intervals. These results might be 
appropriate to be used in the SLA research context; however, they are not yet suitable for the 
French classroom placement context. Following Messick’s validity paradigm (1989), which 
takes into consideration the value implications and social consequences, the results from the 95% 
Confidence Intervals are not sufficient for classroom placement, as they do not show enough 
proficiency groups corresponding to the various French classes that are offered at the University 
of Illinois.  
 
7.2.4 Sub Research Question #4 
 
The fourth sub research question was: Is the EIT a practical assessment method to use for 
SLA research and classroom placement? The evidence for practicality lies in the amount of time 
test takers took to complete the EIT. On average, it takes less than 20 minutes to administer the 
EIT including the practice session. More precisely, test takers took on an average 13 minutes and 
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57 seconds to repeat the 50 sentences. To rate the EIT, it takes on an average 20-25 minutes per 
test taker, which corresponds to the assessment of 50 sentences using the 6 scales. Despite the 
very efficient EIT administration time (i.e., < 15 minutes) the rating process is still very time-
consuming, which consequently presents a limitation in terms or practicality, especially for SLA 
scholars. The EIT spec has been enhanced throughout this research project and is ready to be 
released for scholars who want to reduplicate this study or create a new EIT for another 
language. However, as has been shown, future EIT users might want to improve the rating 
system, as the one used in this research is relatively time-consuming. As a consequence, other 
rating systems should be considered as alternative solutions, such as the Automatic Speech 
Recognition System (e.g., Graham et al., 2008). 
 
7.3 Return to Research Goals 
 
 The EIT was created in order to respond to a dual mandate. In French SLA research, there 
is a real need to measure students’ proficiency in the oral/aural modality. In terms of classroom 
placement, the EIT could also be used as a test supplement for the current University French 
placement test, as the current placement test does not provide any oral/aural assessment.   
 
7.3.1 EIT Creation for SLA Research 
 
The incentive for using the EIT in French SLA research is simple. As of today, no 
efficient25 tool exists to measure L2 French proficiency on the aural/oral modality within the 
constraint of experimental SLA paradigms. As has been demonstrated in this dissertation, the 
                                       
25 See glossary in Appendix M 
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results show a high level of reliability, internal consistency, and positive and significant 
relationships with other established French global assessments and language variables. 
Furthermore, the outcomes reflect that different levels of proficiency can be distinguished and 
the EIT is completed in less than 20 minutes, which represents a very important point in terms of 
practicality.   
  
7.3.2 EIT Creation for Classroom Placement Supplement 
 
 The potential use of the EIT as a complement for the current University French placement 
test seems feasible, as the EIT scores correlate highly with the French placement test (FPT). 
Furthermore, the phonological properties included in the EIT sentences feature the discourse 
dimension that is promoted by the CLT. Finally, the EIT would be a relevant addition to the FPT, 
as the FPT currently only assesses French students on the written modality. Thus, from the FPT 
test design, the test takers’ efficiency of processing is not assessed, which constitutes a lack from 
the point of view of measuring language global proficiency. 
 
7.4 Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 
 
 7.4.1 Test Logistics Needed   
 
Each language test has its strengths and weakness in terms of logistics, and no test is 
perfect. From a logistical standpoint, future EIT users need to be aware that using this language 
test requires computerized material, a quiet room to assess test takers, and an item-writer team to 
generate new items for the EIT if new items are required.  
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The computer display technology that was used for this research (E-Prime) is efficient but 
expensive. This means that scholars who want to use the EIT need to invest a part of their budget 
in software that guarantees the identical and thus appropriate testing conditions across all test 
takers. However, alternatives exist (i.e., DMDX, PsyScope) and an open source software has 
been developed26 (Peirce, J. W., 2007, 2009) and could potentially run the EIT in a manner 
similar to that of E-Prime, which enlarges the possibility of using the EIT more widely for future 
scholars at a lower cost. As free software is available, the use of this type of technology should 
not be a reason for not adopting the EIT.   
In addition to computer(s), speakers/headset(s), and microphone(s) needed to run the EIT, 
a testing space is an absolute requirement, as explained in the EIT spec, to guarantee adequate 
testing conditions. To guarantee the relevance of the test items used in the EIT, having several 
item writers is a strong recommendation, or at least several proofreaders, as they are absolutely 
mandatory to ensure the quality of the test items. Finally, to organize the rating process 
efficiently, an online system is necessary. The tool used in the study, ‘Pierceive’, was built by a 
media specialist, but the software package ‘Inquisit’27 could easily perform the same functions.  
 
 7.4.2 Improvement of Material  
 
A comment received from one of the spec reviewers revealed that the vocabulary scale 
and the fluency scale were not distinct enough in their descriptors. Indeed, the descriptors of 
these two scales are related in that the fluency scale includes some elements of the vocabulary 
                                       
26 PsychoPy: http://www.psychopy.org/ 
27 Inquisit: http://www.millisecond.com 
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scale. This aspect of the scoring system should be improved for future use, as fluency constitutes 
an important element for measuring global proficiency of a language in the oral modality. 
Another element that could be enhanced for future research concerns the language 
background questionnaire. Indeed, the one used in this research could be improved by defining 
the following questions. How many years of French instruction have you had in your home 
country/abroad? Are you a student minoring or majoring in French education? How many years 
of French teaching experience (and abroad if applicable) have you had? These questions should 
be supplemented with several options to better guide test takers in their answers. A subsection 
such as the one presented in Figure 7.1 could be interesting to look at in more detail. 
 
 
How many years of French (instruction) have you had in your home country? 
Check all the following options that apply and provide the corresponding number of years or 
semester.   
□ Language classes (e.g., beginners and intermediate level)    Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
□ Oral focused classes            Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
□ Cultural/Civilization classes           Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
□ French literature classes            Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
□ Others, please specify ____________________________     Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
 
TOTAL:             Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___  
N.B. The French teaching experience does not apply.  
 
How many years of French (instruction) have you had abroad? 
Check all the following options that apply and provide the corresponding number of years or 
semester.   
□ Language classes (e.g., beginners and intermediate level)    Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
□ Oral focused classes            Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
□ Cultural/Civilization classes           Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
□ French literature classes            Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
□ Others, please specify ____________________________     Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
 
TOTAL:             Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___  
N.B. The French teaching experience does not apply.  
 
Figure 7.1 Enhanced Language Background Questionnaire  
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Are you a student minoring or majoring in French education? 
□ Yes   
 □ French minor   OR □ French major 
□ No 
 
How many years of French teaching experience have you had? 
□ University Level (teaching first and/or second semester)      Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
□ University Level (teaching third and/or fourth semester)      Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
□ University Level (teaching above the fourth semester)        Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
□ High School Level             Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
□ Others, please specify ____________________________     Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
 
TOTAL:             Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
  
How many years of French teaching experience abroad have you had? 
□ University Level (teaching first and/or second semester)      Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
□ University Level (teaching third and/or fourth semester)      Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
□ University Level (teaching above the fourth semester)        Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
□ High School Level             Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
□ Others, please specify ____________________________     Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
 
TOTAL:             Year(s) ___ /Semester(s) ___ 
 
 
Figure 7.1 Enhanced Language Background Questionnaire (Cont.) 
 
Another part of the questionnaire that could be enhanced concerns the self-rating 
assessment. This part of the questionnaire was the most challenging for test takers as they were 
looking for guidelines regarding each level. Thus, using descriptors such as the ones provided by 
the ACTFL or CEFR would be informative. Doing so would be especially useful for research on 
washback effect and could help the interpretive argument for using the EIT as a tool to 
supplement the French placement test and see if and how potential uses linked to the classroom 
could be organized. 
 To enhance future research on the EIT, the spec use is an absolute must, as it is from this 
central document that all aspects can be improved. The researcher believes that it is by sharing 
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this detailed document that possibilities for the EIT as a component for outside classroom 
practice can be brought about. 
 
7.4.3 Limitations of Outcomes 
 
As has been explained, the 95% confidence interval reveals four proficiency groups, 
which limits the potential use of the EIT for classroom placement. With all the positive results 
that have been shown, it would be interesting to see if, with additional data and/or more 
statistical work, these results could be used for the classroom placement. Furthermore, these 
results reflect a specific population at UIUC, and it would be interesting to see if data collected at 
another institution would show the same trends. 
Additionally, organizing a debriefing session with individual test takers and all test takers 
together should be organized so that useful feedback can be gathered. This would certainly 
improve the EIT spec.   
Another research direction to pursue would be using the starting point of this dissertation: 
the EIT test spec. The release of the EIT spec to all French instructors could help to see how this 
method could benefit the Department of French (for discussion see Davidson, 2012).  
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7.5 Conclusion 
 
 The present research has shown that the EIT developed for measuring French proficiency 
in the aural/oral modality presents several lines of evidence of the test validity following the 
post-Messick validity paradigm.  
 The framework developed by Chapelle et al. (2008) and adopted in this dissertation 
helped to organize the various evidence to present an interpretive argument for the EIT. In a 
coherent organization, evidence of validity for the EIT score interpretation as an indicator of 
French proficiency for both contexts (SLA research and classroom placement) has been possible. 
The EIT score use for SLA research has been presented, and the limitations of these scores for 
classroom placement across an entire undergraduate foreign language sequence have been 
explained. This argumentation revealed that the EIT works well, provides similar results with 
previous EIT studies, and it could be used for several purposes. The EIT is easy to administer, 
reliable to rate, and easy to create based on the EIT test spec.  
 This research illustrates that the association of different fields of expertise (Language 
Testing and Second Language Acquisition) can help move forward research in applied 
linguistics. This project on the EIT has extended the work done by Bachman and Palmer since 
1998 on bridging Language Testing and Second Language Acquisition. It is hoped that similar 
bridges will be made by other scholars between these two aforementioned fields and the 
language classroom.   
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APPENDIX A. CLOZE TEST AND TABLE ANSWERS 
A.1 CLOZE TEST 
DIRECTIVES  
1. Lisez le passage au complet pour avoir une idée du sens du texte. 
2. Écrivez le mot qui correspond à chaque espace blanc. ATTENTION : il n’y a qu’un mot 
par espace blanc.  
 
EXEMPLE: Il est tombé mais ne s’est pas   fait  mal.  
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
“Le taux de CO2 dans l’atmosphère augmente plus vite que prévu” 
 
La croissance économique mondiale _(1)____ provoqué un accroissement de _(2)____ teneur 
en dioxyde de _(3)____ (CO2) dans l'atmosphère beaucoup _(4)____ rapidement que prévu, 
selon une étude _(5)____  lundi dans les comptes rendus de l'Académie _(6)____ des 
sciences des États-Unis.  
Cette étude _(7)____ que la concentration des émissions _(8)____ gaz carbonique dans 
l'atmosphère a _(9)____ de 35 % en 2006, entre le début _(10)____ années 1990 et les 
_(11)____ 2000-2006, passant de 7 à 10 milliards de tonnes _(12)____ an, alors que le 
protocole de Kyoto prévoyait _(13)____ en 2012, ces émissions responsables _(14)____ 
réchauffement climatique devaient _(15)____ baissé de 5 % par _(16)_____ à 1990. « Les 
améliorations dans l’intensité carbonique de l'économie _(17)_____ stagnent depuis 2000, 
après trente _(18)_____ de progrès, ce qui a provoqué cette _(19)_____ inattendue de la 
concentration de CO2 _(20)_____  l'atmosphère », indique dans _(21)_____ communiqué le 
British Antarctic Survey, _(22)____ a participé à cette étude. 
_(23)____  les chercheurs, les carburants polluants  _(24)____  responsables de 17 % de cette 
augmentation, _(25)____ que les 18 % restant sont _(26)____ à un déclin de la capacité des 
« puits » naturels comme _(27)____ forêts ou les océans _(28)____ absorber le gaz 
carbonique. « _(29)_____ y a cinquante ans, pour chaque tonne de CO2 émise, 600 kg 
_(30)_____ absorbés par les puits naturels. _(31)______ 2006, seulement 550 kg par tonne 
ont été _(32)______, et cette quantité continue à baisser », explique _(33)____auteur 
principal de l'étude, Pep Canadell, du Global Carbon Project. « La baisse de l'efficacité 
_(34)_____ puits mondiaux laisse _(35)____ que la stabilisation de cette _(36)____ sera 
encore plus _(37)____ à obtenir que ce que l'on pensait jusqu'à _(38)____», indique pour sa 
_(39)____ le British Antarctic Survey. 
Ces _(40)____ obligent à une révision à la hausse _(41)____ prévisions du Groupe 
intergouvernemental d’experts _(42)____  l'évolution du climat qui, dans son _(43)____ de 
février, tablait sur l’augmentation de la température _(44)____ de la terre de 1,8 °C à 4 °C 
_(45)____ l'horizon 2100. 
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A.2 CLOZE TEST TABLE ANSWERS  
Réponses 
# Exacte Acceptable Inacceptable 
1 A À avait, est, était, peut, qui, se 
2 La  concentration, du, gaz carbonique, haute, le, le 
gaz, pollution, quel, sa, taux, trop, un, va  
3 Carbone  carbon, carbonique, carbon dioxide, charbon, 
chose, gaz, la, l’air, le, oxygène, taux, vapeur 
4 Plus  augmenté, ce, de, du, très 
5 Publiée ce, parue, 
présentée, publié, 
scientifique, sortie 
à, annoncée, apparaissant, apparue, cet, de, d’ici, 
discutée, donne, d'écrit, émise, en, et, fait, faite, 
imprimée, le, pour, publi, publie, qui était 
publiée, scolaire, sur 
6 Nationale national, officielle  à, américaine, atmosphérique, climatique, 
économique, environnementale, française, ici, 
internationale, monde, mondiale, officile, pour, 
première, royale, scientifique, université 
7 Souligne affirme, conclue, 
conclut, constate, 
démontre, dis, dit, 
explique, indique, 
montre, rapporte, 
révèle, suggère 
a, apprend, avertit, ce, de, démonstré, disait, 
écrit, est, était, importante, montait, monte, 
parle, pense, pour, prévu, provoque, prouve, 
remarque, scientifique, trouvait, trouve, veut, 
voyais 
8 de   de la, du, en, est, pour 
9 Augmenté augmenter, 
progressé 
aggrandi, aggrandit, assez, atteint, augment, 
augmente, baissé, changé, élevé, été, eu, grossi, 
grossit, haussé, levé, mesuré, moins, monté, peu, 
plus, près, vers 
10 Des   d’, dans, de l’, depuis, en, les, pendant, plusieurs, 
pour, quelques 
11 Années années, année ans, entre, pendant, suivantes  
12 Par  chaque, d’, polluants, qu’, tout, un, une 
13 qu’  ça, cela, CO2, d’, finalement, il, le mort, moins, 
que, qui, passer, pendant, plus, pour, puis, 
réduction, trouver, trop 
14 Du  au, de, est, et, grossissait, le, pour, pourrait, 
serait, seront 
15 Avoir  a, à, accomplit, au moins, en, est, était, être, 
faire, la, le, ont, mais, moins, plus, prévu, que, 
sera, si, très, une 
16 Rapport comparaison an, année, comparisson, contre, décennie, jour, 
là, milliard, mois, personne, tonne 
17 Mondiale globale, mondialle a, a été, américaine, déjà, en, est, étaient, était, 
état, industrielle, ont, qui, reste, se, sont, y 
18 Ans an, années, année, 
années, annés 
jours, mois, percent, semaines 
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CLOZE TEST TABLE ANSWERS (CONT.) 
19 Croissance augmentation, 
aumgentation, 
crise, hausse, 
montée 
accroissement, action, agrandissement, 
amélioration, année, attitude, augmente, baisse, 
catastrophe, chose, conséquence, découverte, 
émission, étude, grande, grosse, haussement, 
intensité, l’, quantité, période, progrès, 
problème, réchauffement, résultat, situation, 
temps, vrai 
20 Dans  à, d’, de, en, sur 
21 Un Son accroissement, ce, cette, est, la, laquelle, le, par, 
sa, va, une 
22 Qui  elle, étudiants, il, on, que, sont 
23 Selon Pour À, Alors, Après, Avec, Chez, Dans, D’après, De, 
Disent, Par, Parmi, Pendant, Plus, Tous, Toutes 
24 Sont Seraient étaient, ont, plus, soient  
25 Tandis alors, alor aussi, bien, ce, choses, disent, en, et, indiquent, 
les, mais, même, moins, parce, pendant, plus, 
pour, précisent, puis, tant, tel 
26 Dus accordés, 
attribuable, 
attribuables, 
attribué, attribués, 
dûs, liés 
à cause d’, absorbés, allés, après, arrivés, 
augmentés, aussi, baissés, bien, commencés, 
contribuant, dans, disposés, envers, évidence, 
face, favorables, grâce, haut, là, maintenant, 
parce qu’, que, prêts, prévus, regardés, 
responsables, restés, venus 
27 Les  ces, dans, de, des, en, qui 
28 A a, d’ et, est, ils, par, peut, peuvent, pour, pouvant, 
puisse, qu’, que, qui, sont, va, vont  
29 Il  l’environnement 
30 Etaient étaiet, était a, de, est, été, fut, ont, ont été, présent, qu’, que, 
qui, qui sont, sont, tonnes 
31 En  À, Dans, Depuis, Pendant 
32 Absorbés absobés, absorbé, 
absorbées, 
absorber, 
arbsorbés 
absorbe, a absorbés, augmentés, baissés, 
changés, consommés, détruits, émis, ici, 
préservés, restant 
33 l’  à, de l’, le, par, un 
34 Des  à, a, de, du, émission, en, est, le, les, que 
35 Penser croire, entendre, 
pencer, présumer, 
prévoir, supposer  
ainsi, augmentation, ce, cette, constater, dire, 
évident, et, faire, important, indique, l’efficacité, 
l’émission, moins, montrer, paraître, parce, plus, 
pour, quoi, possible, savoir, sûr, tomber, voir, 
vraiment  
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CLOZE TEST TABLE ANSWERS (CONT.) 
36 Concentration augmantation, 
augmentation, 
croissance, hausse, 
quantité  
affaire, an, année, absorption, atmosphère, 
baisse, capacité, carbon, change, chiffre, chute, 
crise, effet, efficacité, émission, époque, étude, 
information, phénomène, polluant, pollution, 
problème, projet, puit, situation, tendance, 
teneur, utilisation 
37 Difficile dificile, dûr, dure, 
importante, 
longue, nécessaire  
efficace, essentielle, facile, fort, important, 
improbable, mal, proche, qu’, que, réduit, vite, 
vrai 
38 Présent aujourd’hui, 
maintenant, 
maitenant 
avant, but, ça, ce que, émission, hier, ici, là, 
lundi, moment, nous-mêmes, prévu, 
récemment, temps, 2006 
39 Part  auteur, compte, communiqué, étude, 
justification, magazine, parte, personne, 
position, projet, rapport, recherche, société, 
travail 
40 Résultats chiffres, 
conclusions, 
constats, 
découvertes, 
données, faits, 
figures, 
informations, 
mesures, nombres, 
nouvelles, 
observations, 
renseignements, 
resultats 
auteurs, chercheurs, choses, croissances, 
études, événements, experts, figures, gens, 
hommes, idées, issues, mots, personnes, 
problèmes, publications, qui, que, recherches, 
results, révélations, sont, taux, trouvailles, 
trouvées 
41 Des  avec, de, environnement, les, pour, vitesse 
42 Sur concernant, de  à, a, dans, dont, en, et, expliquent, mondiale, 
par, parce que, pour, que 
43 Rapport analyse, annonce, 
article, bilan, 
bulletin, 
communiqué, 
dossier, étude 
colloque, compte, conférence, début, déclin, 
étudient, exposé, jour, journal, meeting, mois, 
publication, recherche, rendez-vous, reportage, 
réunion, revue, sondage, temps  
44 Moyenne atmosphérique, 
climatique, 
globale, global, 
thermique 
actuelle, atmosphère, augmentation, augmente, 
baisse, basale, Celsius, chaude, chauffante, et, 
future, générale, grande, habituelle, haute, 
intérieure, milieu, mondiale, moyen, naturelle, 
normale, plus, près, pour, selon, surface, 
tombe, totale, typique, vraiment 
45 A a, avant, pour dans, de, devant, d’ici, degrés, en, et, envers, 
jusqu’à, par, sur, vers 
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APPENDIX B. LANGUAGE BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE 
A.  General Information 
1. Sex:     F           M  
2. Age:   
3. Do you have vision or hearing problems?   
4. University year:    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
  Undergrad   Graduate   Post Doctoral       Others 
5. If you checked “others”specify: 
________________________________________________________  
6. Major: ________________________________________________________  
B.  Known Languages and Uses 
1. Native language:  _________________________  Dialect: ________________  
2. Mother’s native language: ____________________  Dialect: ________________  
3. Father’s native language: ____________________  Dialect: ________________  
4. Language(s) spoken at home during childhood: _______________________________  
5. Language(s) spoken at home during the first five years of your life: _______________  
6. Country of residence during the first five years of your life: ______________________  
7. Language(s) of instruction during elementary school (content 
courses):_________________________ 
8. Country of residence from 6 to 11 years old: _________________________    
9. Language(s) of instruction during middle and high school (content courses): _________   
10. Country of residence from 12 to 17 years old: _________________________     
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11. Other language(s) that you know and proficiency levels 
Language Reading Writing Speaking Listening 
French  Beginner 
 Intermediate 
 Advanced 
 Near-native 
 Beginner 
 Intermediate 
 Advanced 
 Near-native 
 Beginner 
 Intermediate 
 Advanced 
 Near-native 
 Beginner 
 Intermediate 
 Advanced 
 Near-native 
  _ _ _ _ _ _  Beginner 
 Intermediate 
 Advanced 
 Near-native 
 Beginner 
 Intermediate 
 Advanced 
 Near-native 
 Beginner 
 Intermediate 
 Advanced 
 Near-native 
 Beginner 
 Intermediate 
 Advanced 
 Near-native 
  _ _ _ _ _ _  Beginner 
 Intermediate 
 Advanced 
 Near-native 
 Beginner 
 Intermediate 
 Advanced 
 Near-native 
 Beginner 
 Intermediate 
 Advanced 
 Near-native 
 Beginner 
 Intermediate 
 Advanced 
 Near-native 
_ _ _ _ _ _  Beginner 
 Intermediate 
 Advanced 
 Near-native 
 Beginner 
 Intermediate 
 Advanced 
 Near-native 
 Beginner 
 Intermediate 
 Advanced 
 Near-native 
 Beginner 
 Intermediate 
 Advanced 
 Near-native 
 
12. Weekly use of French and other language(s) 
 a. % weekly use of French: _______      
 b. % weekly use of English: _______    
 c. % weekly use of _____________________________ (language):   
 d. % weekly use of ____________________________(language):___________ (a-d = 100%) 
 
 
 
 238 
 
13. In what language are you the most comfortable at this time?    
______________________________________________________ 
 
C. Learning of French (learners only) 
1. Age of first exposure to French: _______  
2.  Context of first exposure to French:      At school      Outside school       Both 
3. French instruction 
 a. Number of years of French instruction that you have received: _______  
 b. French dialect spoken by your teachers  
   Acadian                             French               Cajun 
   African (specify): ______________   Quebec  
   Belgian   Swiss 
 c. Were the majority of your French teachers native speakers of French?   Yes    No 
4. Immersion(s) in a French-speaking environment  N/A 
 a.  First immersion 
 i.   Age:  _______________________________________________________    
 ii. Place: _______________________________________________________    
 iii. Context: _______________________________________________________    
 iv. Duration:   _____ year(s)   _____ month(s) _____ week(s) 
 b.  Second immersion 
 i.   Age:  _______________________________________________________    
 ii. Place: _______________________________________________________    
 iii. Context: _______________________________________________________    
 iv. Duration: _____ year(s)   _____ month(s) _____ week(s) 
 c.  Third immersion 
 i.   Age:  _______________________________________________________    
 ii. Place: _______________________________________________________    
 iii. Context: _______________________________________________________    
 iv. Duration: _____ year(s)   _____ month(s) _____ week(s) 
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APPENDIX C. EIT TEST SPEC. 
Test Specification for 
 
THE ELICITED IMITATION TASK (EIT) AS A METHOD FOR PROFICIENCY 
ASSESSMENT IN INSTITUTIONAL AND RESEARCH SETTINGS  
 
Introduction: French Placement Tests used at the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign 
The French Placement Test (FPT) at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
(UIUC) is used to assess French global proficiency of newly admitted students (mostly 
freshmen). The goal is to place them into the appropriate French class according to their level 
in French. All high-school students and transferring students from other institutions who have 
taken French class(es) in the past are required to take the FPT. This procedure applies to both 
graduate and undergraduate students.  
This test is administered online by the Center of Teaching Excellence (CTE) and has 
the goal of placing students in the correct French instruction level. The placement test is 
available from May through September (for summer and fall admission) and from November 
through January (for spring admission).  
Students are asked to complete the FPT at least two weeks prior to their summer 
registration date. The FPT is a multiple choice test format (88 questions) that assesses only 
written comprehension and production. The test takers have a maximum allocated time of 90 
minutes to complete it. Based on the results of the FPT, students will be placed into 
appropriate French class(es). (For more details, see 
http://cte.illinois.edu/testing/pnp/cutoffs/cutoff11/french11.html)  
In the context of second language acquisition (SLA) research, where the control for 
test taker’s proficiency in the target language is an important need, the department of French 
uses two different tools: a cloze test and a language background questionnaire.  
 
The cloze test that Tremblay (2011) developed in 2008 with the help of a graduate 
student (Tremblay & Garrison, 2010) is a fill-in-the-blank type of task modeled after Brown’s 
cloze test (1980). It was created from a French 314-word newspaper article from Le Monde 
(2007) about the topic of global warming. The text comprises forty-five blanks created using 
a deletion ratio (yielding a gap ratio of approximately 1/7) to ensure a balanced proportion of 
word elicitation between content words (23) and functions words (22). The scoring of the 
cloze test is done manually, but is fast and easy since the examiner only needs to look at a 
bank of correct and acceptable responses. 
 
The Department of French at UIUC uses several proficiency tests; however, none of 
them fully assess French global proficiency for L2 learners since none of them assess oral 
proficiency. Hence, the creation of a new language test – in this test specification – will be 
presented to compensate for the limitations from the previous test (i.e., cloze test and FPT). 
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The Mandate 
The creation of a French Elicited Imitation Task (EIT) comes from a demand 
expressed from scholars who work in French L2 research and pedagogical settings. There is a 
real need for an aural/oral assessment tool to assess global proficiency in SLA research for 
French.  Moreover, as it has been previously mentioned, the current FPT does not align 
completely with the communicative approach since it does not have an aural/oral component. 
As a consequence, for SLA research and language teaching for French, there is a need for a 
proficiency test component that can be administered in the aural/oral channel. This voice 
represents the internal mandate for the French EIT. 
The format of this test has been chosen with regard to external forces, such as the 
effectiveness for a dual use and the financial cost that would be appropriate for the present 
situation at the University of Illinois. These forces represent the external mandate of the EIT. 
1. General Description (GD) 
1.1 General Objectives 
In this oral test – Elicited Imitation Task (EIT) – students listen to and repeat model 
sentences that they hear from a recording of a native French speaker played through computer 
speakers. Their oral production should demonstrate their ability to understand and produce 
French sentences. These sentences should reflect the curriculum of French classes at U.S. 
universities while also taking into account French native natural speech. 
Figure C.1 shows how the EIT could be incorporated into the current FPT at the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign.  
 
 
Legend: * Students who want to major or minor in French  
              ** Students should consult with advisor about other 200-level courses 
Figure C.1 Incorporation of the EIT 
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For the SLA Research, the EIT would be administered in addition to the cloze test and 
language background questionnaire already in place. Hence, Figure C.2 summarizes how the 
EIT could be applied to both of these settings: classroom placement illustrated on the left side 
of Figure C.2 and SLA research illustrated on the right side of Figure C.2.   
           
Figure C.2 Elicited Imitation Task (EIT) as a test supplement 
 
1.2 Specific Objectives  
The EIT assesses how well students of French demonstrate their ability to 
comprehend and repeat French sentences. The internal construction of these sentences 
corresponds to the various levels taught at the University of Illinois and even beyond it. To 
complete the task, students need to carefully listen to the sentences one at a time and repeat 
them the best they can.  
The specific abilities / skills being tested are: 
a. Listening carefully to 50 sentences (a variety of item types), one at a time, 
pronounced in French at a regular native pace. 
b. Following instructions (i.e., waiting for the beep to start repeating the sentence. Test 
takers have only one attempt per sentence). 
c. Repeating the sentences as closely as they heard them (i.e., encoding the information 
understood with their French knowledge, staying as close as possible to the French 
language components presented in the sentences, for example, meaning, syntax, 
vocabulary, morphology, pronunciation, and fluency)  
d. Having clear pronunciation according to standard Metropolitan French articulatory 
rules (e.g., specific French phonemes such as nasal vowels, but also elision, liaison, 
etc.) 
 
 
EIT
Assess aural 
comprehension & oral 
production
Online FPT
Assesses written 
comprehension & 
production
Cloze test
Assesses written 
comprehension & 
production
+ + 
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2. Prompt Attributes (PA) 
Table C.1 below illustrates the complete procedures that each test taker goes through 
when he or she participates in the EIT. The following example illustrates a student’s 
participation for a test scheduled at 4:00 pm.  
 
Table C.1 EIT Specific procedures  
 
Procedure Time Explanation 
Delivery Format 
and Materials 
Welcome student 
4:00 pm 
(1 min.) 
The researcher thanks the test 
taker for coming on time. She 
then explains what will take 
place in the entire testing 
session. 
Oral discussion 
Consent Form 
4:01 pm 
(can vary a 
few 
minutes) 
The test taker carefully reads 
and complete the form and asks 
question if necessary. 
Paper and pencil 
Cloze Test 
4:03 pm 
(20 min. 
maximum) 
The researcher provides 
instructions for the cloze test.  
The student has a limited 
amount of time to complete it. 
Paper and pencil 
(student can check 
the remaining time 
with a timer) 
EIT explanation 
4:23 pm 
(can vary a 
few 
minutes) 
The researcher stops the test- 
taker if he/she did not finish the 
cloze test and provides oral 
instructions regarding the EIT 
design, emphasizing the three 
main parts of the test: listening, 
waiting, and speaking. 
Oral discussion 
illustrated with 
gestures 
EIT practice 
session 
4:25 pm 
(can vary a  
few 
minutes) 
The test taker reads the 
instructions (identical to those 
provided by the researcher) and 
completes the practice session. 
Computer-based 
using speakers (not 
headphones) for 
listening and head-
mounted microphone 
for the audio 
recordings 
“How was it” 
part 
4:29 pm 
(1 min., but 
can be 
longer) 
The researcher asks the test 
taker his/her impression, 
encourages him/her, and 
reiterates some instructions if 
they were not applied properly 
during the practice session. The 
test taker can ask questions one 
last time before starting the real 
test. 
Oral discussion 
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Table C.1 EIT Specific procedures (cont.) 
 
Procedure Time Explanation 
Delivery Format 
and Materials 
EIT first part 
4:30 pm 
(approx. 7 mins.) 
The test taker 
completes the first 
part of the EIT (first 
half of the sentences: 
25 sentences in total). 
Computer-based 
using speakers (not 
headphones) for 
listening and head-
mounted microphone 
for the audio 
recordings 
Language 
Background 
Questionnaire 
4:37 pm 
(approx. 5-10 mins.) 
This is a short break 
during which the test 
taker relaxes and fills 
in a language 
background 
questionnaire.  
Paper and pencil 
Excel document 
format 
EIT second part 
4:42 pm 
(approx. 7 mins.) 
The test taker 
completes the second 
part of the EIT 
(second half of the 
sentences: 25 
sentences in total). 
Computer-based 
using speakers (not 
headphones) for 
listening and head-
mounted microphone 
for the audio 
recordings 
Acknowledgment 
and reward 
4:49 pm 
End of the test. The 
researcher offers 
candies/extra credit 
for a French class to 
the test taker. 
Oral discussion 
 
2.1 Illustration of the EIT design 
Figure C.3 illustrates the French EIT test design and the explanation of each part 
follows afterwards.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure C.3 The EIT procedure 
1 second 
3 seconds 
(1)                       (2)                  (3) 
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When French learners participate in this language test, the only key they have to use 
from the laptop keyboard is the space bar. They start by reading the directions (written in the 
native language, in this case English) on the screen. Once they finish reading them, pressing 
the space bar will change the screen from the instructions to the (1) picture of the speakers. 
This illustration is explained as calling their attention to listen carefully to the sentence in the 
audio file since they will have to understand it to be able to repeat it, when the time comes, as 
accurately as possible. When the picture of the speakers appears on the screen, there is 
actually a short delay (1 second) before the audio file starts to play. This is to make sure that 
if test takers move or take a huge breath this would not interfere with the audio input (i.e., the 
beginning of the model sentence). After the test takers listened to the audio file, the screen 
will automatically change to display (2) a picture of an hour glass for 3 seconds exactly. Then 
(3) a microphone image will appear prompted by a beep sound letting test takers know that at 
this point they can start repeating the sentence heard. It is very important that test takers keep 
in mind that they have only one listening per sentence and only one attempt to repeat each 
sentence. Slips of the tongue are accepted as long as they are small (e.g. an incorrectly 
articulated syllable). If a slip of the tongue or any other error leads to repetition of a major 
part of the sentence, it is no longer an ‘acceptable’ error and will be penalized (i.e., a zero 
score will be given to the oral production). During the explanations before the test, test takers 
are informed that rule violation (i.e., starting repeating before the beep sound) will be 
penalized, and they are not allowed to take notes during the EIT completion. When students 
are done with their sentence production, pressing the space bar will allow them to hear the 
next sentence. 
 
The test takers must first complete a practice session (6 sentences) after which they 
will receive feedback by the researcher. It is important that each test taker goes through this 
practice session to become comfortable with the EIT format and equipment (computer and 
head-mounted microphone). This practice session acts as a warm-up of the three-step 
sequence (listening, waiting, and speaking) before the actual task and allows test takers to get 
an idea of the level of difficulty of the task). 
 
Then, they will complete the entire EIT at their own pace (fifty sentences divided into 
two sessions with a short break in between, during which they fill in a language background 
questionnaire). Only the fifty test sentences are graded, not the sentences from the practice 
session, according to the rating scale explained below (see appendix J). 
 
2.2 The EIT sentences 
When creating the EIT sentences, item writers should keep in mind the following 
directions:  
1. The amount of information (vocabulary and register) included in each sentence should 
be based on French classroom curricula while reflecting natural French speech. They 
should refrain from using niche or specialized domain-specific vocabulary. The 
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sentences should refer to the aspects of style, register, and lexical choice that 
correspond to oral French discourse at the global level. 
2. The content should be culturally appropriate (e.g., avoid political and religion subjects 
such as the right to carry guns, religion wars, etc.) 
3. The main goal of each sentence should be to illustrate a specific grammatical point 
(e.g., feminine plural agreement, past tense conjugation, subjunctive use, etc.) 
4. The sentence length should be within a certain range (8 to 22 words) 
5.  A pilot study should always be tested on native speakers to ensure that the sentence 
length does not go beyond L1 working memory level. 
6. The sentences should not be thematically related to each other. 
7. The sentences can be selected from authentic university textbooks, French 
newspapers, or magazines. For this French EIT, textbooks28 used in the French 
department have been consulted. 
8. The amount of sentences should be equal to or close to 50 utterances in order to 
appropriately reflect the French language domain. 
The attributes presented in Table C.2 were used to create and codify the sentences. These 
attributes could be used as a check list for the item writers.  
 
Table C.2 French Attributes Used for the EIT Sentences Construction 
 
Sentence 
Attributes 
Illustrations 
Sentence 
type 
(1) Declarative, (2) Interrogative, (3) Exclamative, (4) Negative, (5) 
Imperative, (6) Interro-negative, (7) Subordinate, (8) Interro-inversion,  
(9) “Est-ce que” question = Yes/No question 
Pronoun 
presence 
feature 
(1) Subject pronoun (e.g., je, nous), (2) Direct object (e.g., la, le), (3) 
Indirect object (e.g., me, leur), (4) Accentuated pronoun (e.g., elles, eux),  
(5) Reflexive pronoun (e.g., me, te) 
Modifier 
presence 
feature 
(1) Adjective, possessive adjective (e.g., grand, ses), (2), Preposition (e.g, 
sur, dans) (3) Adverb (e.g., autant, avant) (4) Relative pronoun (e.g., qui, 
que) 
Idiomatic 
expression 
(e.g., il pleut des cordes = it is raining cats and dogs) 
 
Tense & 
mood 
(1) Present, (2) Past (e.g., imparfait, plus que parfait, passé composé, 
passé simple, passé antérieur), (3) Futur (e.g., future proche and futur 
simple) 
(a) Indicative, (b) subjunctive 
Length 
Short < 8-12 words>  
Medium < 13-17 words >  
Long < 18-22 words >  
 
 
                                       
28 Vis-à-vis: Beginning French. 4th Edition, Amon, E., Muyskens, J, Omaggio Hadley, A.(2007) McGraw-Hill 
Réseau: Communication, Intégration, Intersections. 1st Edition Schultz, J.M., Tranvouez, M.P. (2009) Prentice 
Hall 
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Table C.2 French Attributes Used for the EIT Sentences Construction (Cont.) 
 
Sentence 
Attributes 
Illustrations 
Phonological 
change 
(1) Feminine nouns (e.g., chatte), (2) Phonological reduction (e.g., Est-
ce que, redevenir) 
(3) Irregular plural noun (e.g., fumeuses), (4) Plural article (e.g., les, 
des), (5) Adjectives (e.g., bonne) 
 
Item writers must be native or near-native speakers of French, and they should have 
taught French for at least 2 different semesters at the university level. Ideally, they should 
have taught the class sequence FR 101→ FR 104, which corresponds to the first 2 years of 
French, as students can be placed in those levels. The sentences created should be reviewed 
and edited by more than one item writer.  
 
Once the sentences have been created, the sentences must be recorded by a native speaker 
of Standard Metropolitan French. During the recording, the native speaker should articulate 
the sentences with a normal speaking pace. Care must be taken to avoid a “reading” pace. 
This means that the native speaker should produce the different aspects pertaining to French 
pronunciation at the segmental and supra-segmental levels:  
 Schwa deletion (E.g : Est-ce que tu penses que je dois me faire couper les cheveux = 
Do you think I need a haircut ?) 
 Enchaînement (E.g : Les étudiantes Laure et Stéphanie vont continuer à l'étudier à 
l'université de Montréal = The students Laure and Stéphanie will continue to study it 
at the University of Montréal ;Elle commande uniquement = She only orders / Avant 
de pouvoir aller dehors = Before going outisde/ ne les avions comprises! = did not 
understand them/ Une bonne amie à moi = a good friend of mine/ Gabriel, en 
épousant sa patronne= Gabriel when he married his boss 
 Liaison (E.g  Nous aurions dû faire des réservations avant d'aller au théâtre= We 
should have reserved seats before going to the theater.) 
3. Response Attributes 
Grading the test takers’ oral productions from the EIT involves expert judgment by 
raters (see Raters’ Qualification in Section 5.3) who have received training in using the 7 
point scale for the EIT.  
 
At the beginning of each grading session, the raters should read the grading scale 
thoroughly until they are able to explain it themselves. Then, the raters should assess sample 
sentences. Their ratings should be compared to those of the other raters and/or the EIT 
coordinator. The EIT coordinator should assess whether all the raters agree within a certain 
range of deviation. If necessary, the raters should recalibrate their work according to the 
suggestions of the EIT coordinator. Each EIT test taker should be graded blindly by at least 
two raters.  
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The scale developed to rate the EIT should provide a very clear description for each 
score within the scale in order to guide the rater. As the goal of the French EIT is to serve 
classroom and SLA research settings, its scoring system needs to be broad in scope in order 
to discriminate learners among a wide range of various French proficiency levels. The current 
grading system for the French EIT is a seven-point scale (0-6) elaborated on six criteria: 
meaning, syntax, morphology, vocabulary, pronunciation, and fluency, all of which the test 
developer judges to be essential to assess French global proficiency on the aural/oral channel. 
Each score on each scale has a specific meaning. To create the descriptors of each level on 
each scale, Bachman and Savignon’s principle (1986) was extended to obtain the 7-point 
scale. The way this rating scale works is the following.  For each criterion, a score of 0 means 
that the test taker did not attempt to repeat the sentence heard or has violated the EIT 
directions (i.e., s/he started before the beep). A score of 6 means that the test taker’s oral 
production corresponds exactly to the model sentence. Thus, the EIT scale handles 5 levels. 
Score 1 to score 3 describe the test taker’s level of ability on each criterion (i.e., meaning, 
syntax, morphology, etc.) up until the half of the sentence. Score 4 to score 6 describe the test 
taker’s level of ability on each criterion from more than the half of the sentence until its 
totality. Table C.3 exemplifies how the grading scales were conceptualized and illustrate the 
meaning scale. 
 
Table C.3 Meaning Scale Organization 
 
MEANING Criterion Descriptor 
6 
> 50% 
accuracy 
This oral production expresses exactly the same 
meaning as the original sentence. 
5 
This oral production expresses a meaning that is very 
similar to the original sentence. 
4 
This oral production expresses a meaning that is close to 
but somewhat different from the original sentence. 
3 
≤ 50% 
accuracy 
This oral production expresses a meaning that is vague 
and/or globally different from the original sentence. 
2 
This oral production expresses an incomplete meaning, 
which is sometimes different from the original sentence. 
1 
This oral production does not express any meaning that 
corresponds to the original sentence. 
0 
0% 
accuracy 
The learner did not say anything in French. 
0  The participant started speaking before the beep. 
 
In proceeding in this way, raters have a clear and efficient way of working. The 
quantity aspect (i.e., half of the sentence or more than half of the sentence) appears to be an 
appropriate and fair facet to use, in addition to the one that Bachman and Savignon (1986) 
used (which takes into consideration test takers’ language abilities), to efficiently distinguish 
the diverse levels in this grading scale. To view the complete scoring rubric, see Appendix J. 
 
 248 
 
4. Sample Item (SI) 
The French EIT is composed of 50 sentences in total. These items vary in length, 
grammatical complexity, syntactic structure, and vocabulary. Some are French translations of 
Ortega’s et al. work (2002) with the addition of twenty sentences to better represent the 
construct chosen for this research.  EIT is administered in two blocks, with each block 
containing an equal number of sentences. Length and difficultly level vary within a block but 
are the same for both blocks on average. This is deliberately done to prevent fatigue in the 
test takers. From these 50 sentences, ten different lists were generated, each list having the 
sentences in a different order, to prevent any order effect in the obtained data.  Samples of the 
French EIT sentences with their English translation are in appendix B.  
 
5. Specification Supplement (SS) 
Presented below are the EIT instructions provided to test takers before the practice 
session.  
Beginning of the EIT instructions 
You are going to hear a few sentences in French. After each sentence, there will be a short 
pause, followed by a tone. Your task is to try to repeat exactly what you hear. You will be 
given sufficient time after the tone to repeat the sentence.  
Press the space bar to continue. 
Repeat as best as you can. If you miss part of a sentence, you should still repeat the part you 
heard. You have only ONE ATTEMPT per sentence. Remember; DO NOT START 
REPEATING THE SENTENCE UNTIL YOU HEAR THE TONE. Once you have repeated 
the sentence, press the space bar to continue, and follow the same routine for the rest of the 
sentences.  
Press the space bar to continue. 
To sum-up, when you will see the picture of the speakers, listen carefully to the 
sentence that you will have to repeat. Be attentive because you will ONLY be 
able to hear the sentence ONCE.  
Press the space bar to continue. 
When the hourglass appears, you MUST WAIT before you start repeating the 
sentence you have heard.  
Press the space bar to continue. 
Then, when the microphone picture appears, you will be able to start repeating the 
sentence. Keep in mind that you have ONLY ONE ATTEMPT for each sentence.  
Press the space bar to continue. 
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If you have any questions, please ask the researcher now. Otherwise, you are ready to start 
the oral test. We are going to start the practice session now.  
Press the space bar to begin. 
End of the EIT instructions 
 
In the interest of optimization of sentence segmentation done by the researcher using 
an automatic script, the test design was modified slightly (after the first data collection) 
without any changes to the internal structure. Examinees still go through the same design 
(listening, waiting, and speaking) with one additional step: instead of going directly to the 
next sentence by pressing the space bar, students need to press the space bar twice. The first 
time is to indicate that they are done with repeating the sentence; the second, when they are 
ready to listen to the next sentence. Pressing the space bar the first time produces a beep-like 
sound, but the second time does not. This additional step in the design makes it possible for 
the researcher to automatically segment the productions in the audio recordings instead of 
doing it manually. A script is run with the acoustic analysis Praat software to annotate and cut 
each sentence produced by each test taker from beep (beginning of sentence) to beep (end of 
sentence).  
 
5.1 Logistics for the EIT 
The French EIT should take place in a phonetic laboratory where computer equipment 
with head-mounted microphone and speakers would be available for the test. Ideally, the EIT 
should be organized in such manner that several students could be tested at the same time but 
in separate booths. 
As it is a speaking test, it is advisable to have water available during the EIT breaks 
(i.e., after the practice session and after the first 25 sentences).  
There should be sufficient noise cancellation in the room where the test will take place 
to guarantee good quality recording. The head-mounted microphone should be at an adequate 
distance from the test taker’s mouth to ensure good recording. The lighting and temperature 
should be moderate. The EIT coordinator should reserve the testing room/language laboratory 
in advance and check each testing room prior to recording to ensure that all the necessary 
material is available and conforms to the testing condition. 
For each test taker’s performance, it is advised to label and date each test taker’s audio 
recordings as soon as the test taker is done with the EIT. The audio recordings should be 
digitally saved, and adjusted as necessary (e.g., audio format, volume, etc.) using audio 
software such as Audacity (http://audacity.sourceforge.net/) or Praat 
(http://www.fon.hum.uva.nl/praat/). The final product should be stored in a safe place (e.g., 
external hard drive, cloud storage). Keeping two copies of the final product is strongly 
recommended: one for scoring and one for archival purposes.  
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E-prime 2 (http://www.eprime2.eu/home.htm) is strongly recommended, as this new 
version offers more options than the previous edition. Digital recording of test takers’ 
vocalizations is possible. As a consequence, no external audio recording software is needed, 
plus it allows for more efficient data handling, such as cutting the audio recording as soon as 
the test taker is done with the test. This is an important time-saver for researchers. 
 
5.2 Role of the EIT Coordinator 
The EIT coordinator manages the entire testing procedure from scheduling test dates 
and reserving testing rooms to reporting test results and analyzing them.  
The EIT coordinator:  
 checks all testing materials in advance for completeness and accuracy 
 adapts and develops test materials as needed 
 proctors the administration of every test 
 trains workers for EIT-related duties if there are some 
 handles organization by contacting test takers to schedule the test date, time, and place 
 recruits competent French instructors (e.g., proctors, EIT raters) for the EIT 
 keeps track of workers’ hours for their payment 
 keeps regular contact with the digital media specialist for the online rating tool (i.e., 
Pierceive) for maintenance and improvement 
 
5.3 Qualifications of the Raters for the EIT 
Each rater for the EIT should meet the following criteria: 
a. has taught French classes (at least three semesters belonging to the first 2 years 
sequence) at an American university or has substantial teaching experience in other 
settings teaching adult learners of French 
b. should be a native or near-native speaker of French 
c. is familiar with the test materials and test procedures 
d. has received training from the rater workshop (For more information, see section 
below)   
 
Rater training steps 
The raters’ workshop is conducted by the EIT coordinator to ensure reliability and 
validity in the rating process. It lasts approximately one hour and helps raters to get 
familiarized with the EIT grading scale. During the workshop, raters practice rating with 
authentic student EIT oral productions. The rater’s training followed the following 
procedures adapted from Brown (2003, 2012) and Fulcher (2008):   
 
1) The grading scale was sent to the raters in both French and English to let them choose 
the language in which they wanted to work.  
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2) Selected raters were asked to explain how the grading scale works to the scale 
designer – the main investigator of this researcher. 
3) The scale designer explained to the raters how it was designed and why and 
emphasized the example provided in the scale. 
4) The researcher and raters rated several sentence models together to justify the score 
obtained for each sentence, and the online grading tool was shown and explained.  
5) The researcher let raters grade on their own,  checked the first outcomes, and did 
calibration with the raters if needed,  
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APPENDIX D. ORTEGA ET AL.’S EIT SENTENCES 
The number of syllables is indicated in parentheses. 
1. I have to get a haircut (7) 
2. The red book is on the table (8)             
3. The streets in this city are wide (8)  
4. He takes a shower every morning (9) 
5. What did you say you were doing today? (10) 
6. I doubt that he knows how to drive that well (10) 
7. After dinner I had a ling, peaceful nap (11) 
8. It is possible that it will rain tomorrow (12) 
9. I enjoy movies which have a happy ending (12) 
10. The houses are very nice but too expensive (12) 
11. The little boy whose kitten died yesterday is sad (13) 
12. That restaurant is supposed to have very good food (13) 
13. I want a nice, big house in which my animals can live (14) 
14. You really enjoy listening to country music, don't you (14) 
15. She just finished painting the inside of her apartment (14)              
16. Cross the street at the light and then just continue straight ahead (15) 
17. The person I'm dating has a wonderful sense of humor (15) 
18. She only orders meat dishes and never eats vegetables (15/16) 
19. I wish the price of town houses would become affordable (15) 
20. I hope it will get warmer sooner this year than it did last year (16)  
21. A good friend of mine always takes care of my neighbor’s three children (16) 
22. The black cat that you fed yesterday was the one chased by the dog(16) 
23. Before he can go outside, he has to finish cleaning his room (16) 
24. The most fun I've ever had was when we went to the opera (16)            
25. The terrible thief whom the police caught was very tall and thin (17) 
26. Would you be so kind as to hand me the book which is on the table? (17) 
27. The number of people who smoke cigars is increasing every year (17/18) 
28. I don't know if the 11:30 train has left the station yet (18) 
29. The exam wasn't nearly as difficult as you told me it would be (18) 
30. There are a lot of people who don’t eat anything at all in the morning (19) 
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APPENDIX E. FRENCH EIT SENTENCES 
The fifty EIT sentences are presented as follows: 
1. The sentence is written in French. The French sentences in italic are the ones that 
have been adapted from Ortega et al.’s (2002) study  
2. A word-to-word translation in English is provided 
3. A proper global English translation is given 
 
Legend: neg = negation; def=definite; masc=masculine; fem=feminine; art=article; 
pr=pronoun; ref=reflexive; pl=plurial 
 
Sentence #1.  
Est-ce que tu penses que je dois me faire couper les cheveux? 
Is it that you think that I should myself make cut the hair? 
Do you think I should get a haircut?  
 
Sentence #2.  
Le livre rouge n'était pas sur la table  
The book red neg was not on the table. 
The red book was not on the table. 
 
Sentence #3.  
Dans cette grande ville les rues sont larges. 
In this big city the streets are wide. 
This big city has wide streets. 
 
Sentence #4.  
Il prend une douche tous les matins à 7h00. 
He takes a shower all the mornings at 7 o’clock. 
He takes a shower every morning at 7 o’clock. 
 
Sentence #5.  
Qu'est-ce que tu as dit que tu faisais? 
What is it that you have said that you were doing? 
What did you say you were doing? 
 
Sentence #6. 
Je doute qu'il sache si bien conduire. 
I doubt that he knows (subjunctive) so well to drive. 
I doubt he can drive that well. 
Sentence #7.  
Après le déjeuner, as-tu fait une bonne sieste?  
After article-def-masc lunch have you done a good nap? 
Did you have a peaceful nap after lunch? 
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Sentence #8. 
Il est possible qu’il pleuve des cordes. 
It is possible that it rains (subjunctive) some strings. 
It may rain cats and dogs. 
 
Sentence #9.  
Je n’aime pas les films qui sont à l'eau de rose. 
I neg like not the movies that are of the water of rose. 
I don’t like movies with sentimental endings. 
 
Sentence #10.   
Les maisons sont très belles mais trop chères.  
The houses are very beautiful but too expensive. 
The houses are very beautiful but too expensive.  
 
Sentence #11.  
Le petit garçon dont le chaton est mort hier est triste.  
The little boy, whose art-def-masc kitten is dead yesterday, is sad. 
The little boy, whose kitten died yesterday, is sad. 
 
Sentence #12.  
Ce restaurant est sensé avoir de la très bonne nourriture. 
This restaurant is supposed to have of the very good food. 
This restaurant is supposed to have very good food. 
 
Sentence #13.  
Je veux une belle et grande maison dans laquelle mes enfants puissent vivre.  
I want a beautiful and big house in which my children can live. 
I want a big, beautiful, house in which my children can live. 
 
Sentence #14.  
Tu aimes écouter la musique techno, n’est-ce pas ?  
You enjoy to listen the music techno, neg is it not?  
You enjoy listening to techno music, don't you? 
 
Sentence #15.  
Est-ce qu'elle vient de finir de peindre l’intérieur de son appartement?  
Is it that she comes to finish to paint the inside of her apartment? 
Did she just finish painting the inside of her apartment? 
 
Sentence #16.  
Traverse la rue au feu et puis continue tout droit! 
Cross (imperative) the street at stop light and then continue straight ahead. 
Cross the street at the stop light and then continue straight ahead. 
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Sentence #17. 
La personne avec qui je sortais n'avait pas un grand sens de l’humour 
The person with whom I was going out neg had not a big sense of art-def-masc humor. 
The person I was dating did not have much of a sense of humor. 
 
Sentence #18.  
Elle commande uniquement des plats de viande et ne mange jamais de légumes.  
She orders only some dishes of meat and neg eats never some vegetables. 
She only orders meat dishes and never eats vegetables. 
 
Sentence #19.  
Vous pensez que le prix des maisons en ville va redevenir abordable?  
You think that the price of houses in city will again become affordable? 
Do you think that the price of the houses in the city will become affordable? 
 
Sentence #20.  
J’espère que le temps se réchauffera plus tôt cette année.  
I hope that the weather pr-ref will warm more soon this year. 
I hope it will get warmer sooner this year. 
 
Sentence #21.  
Une bonne amie à moi s’occupe toujours des trois enfants de mon voisin. 
A good friend of mine pr-ref takes care always of three children of my neighbor. 
A good friend of mine always babysits my neighbor’s three children. 
 
Sentence #22.  
La chatte que tu as nourrie hier était celle de ma voisine. 
The cat (female) that you have fed yesterday was that of my neighbor. 
The cat that you fed yesterday belongs to my neighbor. 
 
Sentence #23.  
Avant de pouvoir aller dehors, il doit finir de ranger sa chambre  
Prior to able to go outside, he must finish to clean his room. 
Before he can go outside, he has to finish cleaning his room. 
 
Sentence #24.  
Je ne me suis jamais autant amusée que lorsque je suis allé à la patinoire  
I neg myself am never as much entertained as when I have gone to the skating rink.  
The have never had as much fun as I did when I went to the skating rink. 
 
Sentence #25.  
La police a arrêté le terrible voleur qui était grand et mince.  
The police have caught the terrible thief who was tall and thin. 
The police caught the terrible thief who was tall and thin. 
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Sentence #26.  
Auriez-vous la gentillesse de me passer le livre qui est sur la table ?  
Would have you the kindness to me give the book which is on the table? 
Would you be so kind as to hand me the book which is on the table? 
 
Sentence #27.  
Le nombre de fumeuses en France ne cesse d'augmenter chaque année.  
The number of smokers (female) in France neg stop to increase every year. 
The number of female smokers in France has been increasing every year. 
 
Sentence #28. 
Excusez-moi, savez-vous si le train de 11h30 a déjà quitté la gare?  
Excuse me, know you if the train at 11:30 am has already left the station? 
Excuse me, do you know if the 11:30 train has left the station yet? 
 
Sentence #29.  
L'examen n'était pas aussi difficile que celui de Monsieur Durand en cours de littérature. 
The exam neg was not as difficult as the one by M. Durand in class of literature. 
The exam wasn't as difficult as the one given by M. Durand in literature class. 
 
Sentence #30.  
Y-a-t-il beaucoup de gens qui ne mangent rien le matin?  
There-are-phonetic-filler-it a lot of people who neg eat nothing the morning? 
Are there a lot of people who don’t eat anything at all in the morning? 
 
Sentence #31.  
Marie, prenez votre courage à deux mains et vous verrez que cet entretien passera comme une 
lettre à la poste!  
Marie take your courage in two hands and you will see that this interview will go as a letter to 
the post office.  
Marie, work up your courage, and you will see that this interview will go off smoothly. 
 
Sentence #32.  
Les étudiants sortant de l'université avec un Master en poche ont plus de chance de trouver un 
travail que les autres. 
The students leaving the university with a Master's degree in pocket have more of chance to 
find a job than the others. 
The students with a Master's degree in hand have a better chance of getting a job than the 
others. 
 
Sentence #33.  
Quand Sophie reçut sa collègue elle lui proposa du thé.  
When Sophie received her colleague she her offered some tea. 
When Sophie invited her colleague over, she offered her some tea. 
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Sentence #34.  
N'êtes-vous pas fatigués après ce voyage en voiture de trois jours?  
Neg are you (pl) not tired (pl) after this trip in car of three days? 
Aren't you tired after this long three-day road trip? 
 
Sentence #35. 
Ce sont eux qui l'ont organisé l'an dernier à l'université de l'Illinois 
It are they who it have organized the year former at the University of art-def-masc Illinois. 
They were the ones who organized it last year at the University of Illinois. 
 
Sentence #36.  
Ni lui ni moi ne les avions comprises!  
Neither he nor I not them had understood! 
Neither he nor I understood them! 
 
Sentence #37.  
Plus elle se dépêchait dans son travail, moins elle réalisait un travail de qualité.  
More she herself hurried in her work, less she made a work of quality. 
The faster she worked, the worse the quality of her work was. 
 
Sentence #38.  
Elle a décidé de suivre des études d'arts plastiques à l'école des Beaux-Arts.  
She has decided to follow some studies of arts plastic at the school of the Beaux-Arts. 
She decided to study Fine Arts at the "École des Beaux-Arts." 
 
Sentence #39.  
On en avait une petite noire qui s'appelait minouche. 
We of had a little (female) black that itself called minouche. 
We used to have a little black cat who was called Minouche. 
 
Sentence #40.  
Dès que la présidente eut signé le document, son secrétaire l'emporta.  
As soon as the president (female) signed the document, her (male) secretary it took. 
As soon as the president signed the document, her secretary carried it away. 
 
Sentence #41. 
Dès que l'on aura dîné, on regardera attentivement le documentaire sur France 3. 
As soon as phonetic-filler we have dined, we will watch attentively the documentary on 
France3. 
As soon as we have finished dinner, we will watch the documentary on France3 attentively. 
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Sentence #42.  
Laura et Julie, ce sont elles qui viennent de finir de décorer élégamment la chambre d'amis. 
Laura and Julie, it are them who come to finish to decorate elegantly the room of friends. 
Laura and Julie are the ones who just finished decorating the guest room elegantly. 
 
Sentence #43.  
On vient juste de rentrer du supermarché où les promotions étaient particulièrement 
intéressantes. 
We come just to come back from the supermarket where the sales were particularly 
interesting. 
We just came back from the supermarket, where the sales were very interesting. 
 
Sentence #44. 
Il est possible que ses parents soient arrivés en France avant le début de la guerre d'Algérie.   
It is possible that his parents were arrived in France before the beginning of the war of 
Algeria. 
His parents might have arrived in France before the beginning of the Algerian war. 
 
Sentence #45.  
Gabriel, en épousant sa patronne a fait d'une pierre deux coups. 
Gabriel in marrying his boss has made of one stone two bangs. 
By marrying his boss, Gabriel killed two birds with one stone. 
 
Sentence #46.  
Ne penses-tu pas que les réalisatrices du film souhaiteraient lire les scénarios le plus tôt 
possible? 
Neg think you not that the directors (female)of the movie would wish to read the screenplays 
as soon as possible? 
Don't you think the film directors would like to read the screenplays as soon as possible?  
 
Sentence #47.  
Nous aurions dû faire des réservations avant d'aller au théâtre. 
We must (past) do some reservations before to go to theater. 
We should have made reservations before going to the theater. 
 
Sentence #48.  
Prenons deux semaines pour visiter New York pendant les vacances d'été!  
Take (imperative-we) two weeks to visit New York during the vacation of summer! 
Let's take two weeks off to visit New York during the summer break! 
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Sentence #49.  
Qu'allez-vous faire demain soir après lui avoir dit la vérité? 
What go you do tomorrow evening after him have said the truth? 
What will you do tomorrow evening after you tell him the truth? 
 
Sentence #50.  
Les étudiantes Laure et Stéphanie vont continuer à l'étudier à l'université de Montréal.  
The students Laure and Stéphanie will go to continue to it to study at the University of 
Montréal.  
The students Laure and Stéphanie will continue to study it at the University of Montréal. 
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APPENDIX F. VERBAL PROTOCOL ANALYSIS QUESTIONS  
VPA Direction 
[ENGLISH] 
In this study using the Verbal Protocol Task, I am interested in what you say to yourself as 
you carry out the tasks I am going to give you. To do this, I am going to record you as you 
talk aloud and as you work through the tasks. By ‘talk aloud’, I mean that I want you to say 
out loud everything that you would say to yourself silently as you work through the tasks. It 
may help if you imagine that you are in a room by yourself. You must answer and comment 
on all questions. If you are silent for any period of time, I will remind you to keep talking.  
Do you understand what I am asking you to do? Do you have any questions? 
We will start with few practice problems. 
First, I would like you to talk aloud as you multiply two numbers in your head.  
The numbers 25 and 16. 
 
Now, I would like you to tell me what you can remember about what you did from the time 
you heard the question until you gave your answer. I am interested in what you can actually 
remember, not what you think you may or should have thought. If possible, it would be best 
if you can tell me what you remember in the order in which your memories occurred as you 
worked through the question. If you are not sure about any of your memories, please say so. I 
do not want you to try to solve the problem again. I just want you to tell me what you can 
remember thinking. Now tell me what you can remember. 
 
Training Session 
For each question, it is essential that you read the question and the possible answers out loud 
and talk at the same time that you are thinking of the answer. There is no good or bad 
answers, so do not be shy. Then, give the answer clearly, such as: “the answer for question x 
is A and B because of blablabla.” 
Press the space bar to continue 
If you have any questions, please ask the researcher now. Otherwise, you are ready to begin 
with the Verbal Protocol Task practice session. Press the space bar to continue. 
Question #1 
 
[Le livre rouge n'était pas sur la table.] 
What did you think about the length of the sentence when you were taking the task?  
a) Was it short? 
b) Was it medium sized? 
c) Was it an appropriate length or  
d) Was it long?  
e) Other answer 
f) Multiple Answer 
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Please explain. 
When you are done answering this question, please press the space bar to continue. 
Question #2 
 
[Je veux une belle et grande maison dans laquelle mes animaux puissent vivre.] 
Were there any phonological aspects (such as elision (e.g., l’ordinateur), liaison, 
phonological reduction (e.g., j’ai), gender agreement, etc.) that affected your comprehension 
and repetition of this sentence? 
a) If so, which one and why?  
b) If not, why not? 
c) Other Answer 
d) Multiple Answer 
 
Please explain. 
When you are done answering to this question please press the space bar to continue. 
Question #3 
 
[Dans cette grande ville les rues sont larges.] 
When taking the test, which type of sentence did you think this sentence was?  
Was it a declarative sentence? 
Was it a question? 
 
Please explain 
When you are done answering this question, please press the space bar to continue. 
Question #4 
 
[La chatte que tu as nourrie hier était celle de ma voisine.] 
When listening to this sentence, if you got the meaning right, what was the most challenging 
for you in repeating this sentence?  
 
Please explain 
When you are done answering this question, please press the space bar to continue. 
That was the last French sentence belonging to the Verbal Protocol training session 
Now, you are going to start the real Verbal Protocol task. Once again, I am interested in 
what you say to yourself as you carry out the tasks I am going to give you. For each question, 
it is essential that you read the question and the possible answers out loud and talk at the 
same time that you are thinking of the answer. There is no good or bad answers, so do not be 
shy. Then, give the answer clearly, such as: “the answer for the question n°1 is A and B 
because of blablabla.” 
Press the space bar to continue. 
If you have any questions, please ask the researcher now. Otherwise, you are ready to begin 
the Verbal Protocol Task. Press the space bar to continue. 
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Now, let's begin the Verbal Protocol Task. Press the space bar to begin. 
 
This is the end of the Verbal Protocol Task. Thank you. 
MERCI! 
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APPENDIX G. EIT SENTENCES ATTRIBUTES CODIFICATION 
 
Elicited Imitation Task Sentences – Codified according to attributes & liaisons 
1) Est-ce que tu penses que je dois me faire couper les cheveux? ([Ә])13/14 syllables 
Syntax (general, subordinate) ; Pronoun (reflexive); Pronunciation (intonation, intelligibility, 
intonation, fluidity, vowel) 
 
2) Le livre rouge n'était pas sur la table. 10 syllables 
Syntax (negation) ; Morpho-phonological change (conjugation) ; Pronunciation (fluidity, 
intelligibility) 
 
3) Dans cette grande ville les rues sont larges. 8 syllables 
Syntax (general, adjective placement) ; Morpho-phonological change (feminine);  
Pronunciation (fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
4) Il prend une douche tous les matins à 7h00. 11 syllables 
Syntax (general) ; Preposition (à) ; Morpho-phonological change (plural); Tense/Mood 
Pronunciation (fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
5) Qu'est-ce que tu as dit que tu faisais? 9 syllables 
Syntax (question, subordinate) ; Tense/Mood ; Pronunciation (elision, fluidity, intelligibility, 
intonation) 
 
6) Je doute qu'il sache si bien conduire. 8 syllables 
Syntax (subordinate, adverb placement) ; Tense/Mood; Pronunciation (elision, fluidity, 
intelligibility) 
 
7) Après le déjeuner, as-tu fait une bonne sieste? 13 syllables 
Syntax (general, question) ; Tense/Mood ; Morpho-phonological change (feminine); 
Pronunciation (fluidity, intelligibility, intonation) 
 
8) Il est possible qu’il pleuve des cordes. 9/10 syllables 
Syntax (subordinate) ; Morpho-phonological change (ex: conjugation) ; Vocabulary 
(Idiomatic expression); Tense/Mood; Pronunciation (elision, fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
9) Je n’aime pas les films qui sont à l'eau de rose. [t] 11 syllables 
Syntax (general, subordinate, negation) ; Vocabulary (Idiomatic expression) ; Tense/Mood 
Morpho-phonological change (plurial) ; Pronunciation (liaison, elision, fluidity, 
intelligibility) 
 
10) Les maisons sont très belles mais trop chères. 9 syllables 
Syntax (general, adjective placement) ; Pronunciation (fluidity, intelligibility) 
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11) Le petit garçon dont le chaton est mort hier est triste. 15 syllables 
Syntax (general, adjective placement) ; Morpho-phonological change ; Pronoun (relative) 
Pronunciation (fluidity, intelligibility, no liaison) 
 
12) Ce restaurant est censé avoir de la très bonne nourriture. 16 syllables 
Syntax (general) ; Morpho-phonological change (Partitive article) ; Vocabulary  
Pronunciation (fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
13) Je veux une belle et grande maison dans laquelle mes enfants puissent vivre. [z]  
16 syllables 
Syntax (general, adjective placement, subordinate) ; Pronoun (relative) ; Morpho-
phonological change (feminine) ;Tense/Mood ;Pronunciation (liaison, fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
14) Tu aimes écouter la musique techno, n’est-ce pas ? 12 syllables 
Syntax (general, question); Pronunciation (fluidity, intelligibility, intonation) 
 
15) Est-ce qu'elle vient de finir de peindre l’intérieur de son appartement? 17 syllables 
Syntax (general, question) ; Preposition (finir de) ; Tense/Mood ; Pronunciation (elision, 
fluidity, intelligibility, intonation) 
 
16) Traverse la rue au feu et puis continue tout droit! 13 syllables 
Syntax (general); Tense/Mood (imperative); Mopho-phonological change; Pronunciation 
(fluidity, intelligibility, intonation) 
 
17) La personne avec qui je sortais n'avait pas un grand sens de l’humour. 18 syllables 
Syntax (general, negation, subordinate) ; Pronoun (relative) ; Tense/Mood ; Pronunciation 
(elision, fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
18) Elle commande uniquement des plats de viande et ne mange jamais de légumes.  
18 syllables 
Syntax (general, adverb placement, negation) ; Morpho-phonological change (de) ; 
Pronunciation (fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
19) Vous pensez que le prix des maisons en ville va redevenir abordable? 19 syllables 
Syntax (general, question) ; Pronoun (relative) ; Tense/Mood ; Pronunciation (fluidity, 
intelligibility, intonation) 
 
20) J’espère que le temps se réchauffera plus tôt cette année.14 syllables 
Syntax (general) ; Pronoun (reflexive) ; Morpho-phonological change (feminine) ; 
Tense/Mood 
Pronunciation (elision, fluidity, intelligibility) 
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21) Une bonne amie à moi s’occupe toujours des trois enfants de mon voisin. [n] [z]  
18 syllables 
Syntax ; Preposition (de, à) ; Morpho-phonological change (feminine) ; Tense/Mood ; 
Pronunciation (liaison, fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
22) La chatte que tu as nourrie hier était celle de ma voisine. 17 syllables 
Syntax (generalm subordinate) ; Pronoun (relative) ;Morpho-phonological change (feminine) 
Tense/Mood ;Pronunciation (fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
23) Avant de pouvoir aller dehors, il doit finir de ranger sa chambre. 19 syllables 
Syntax (general) ; Preposition (de) ;Tense/Mood ;Pronunciation (fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
24) Je ne me suis jamais autant amusé que lorsque je suis allé à la patinoire. [z]  24 
syllables 
Syntax (general, negation, adverb placement, subordinate) ; Pronoun (reflexive, relative) 
Pronunciation (liaison, fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
25) La police a arrêté le terrible voleur qui était grand et mince. 19 syllables 
Syntax (general, adjective placement) ; Tense/Mood ; Pronunciation (fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
26) Auriez-vous la gentillesse de me passer le livre qui est sur la table ? 19 syllables 
Syntax (general, question, subordinate) ; Pronoun (relative, reflexive) ; Tense/Mood 
Pronunciation (fluidity, intelligibility, intonation) 
 
27) Le nombre de fumeuses en France ne cesse d'augmenter chaque année. 16 syllables 
Syntax (general, negation) ; Morpho-phonological change (feminine) ; Preposition (de) 
Vocabulary (ne cesse…) ; Pronunciation (elision, fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
28) Excusez-moi, savez-vous si le train de 11h30 a déjà quitté la gare?  21 syllables 
Syntax (general, question, adverb placement) ; Morpho-phonological change (feminine) 
Tense/Mood; Pronunciation (fluidity, intelligibility, intonation) 
 
29) L'examen n'était pas aussi difficile que celui de Monsieur Durand en cours de littérature. 
[z]  26 syllables 
Syntax (general, negation, comparative) ; Pronoun (demonstrative) ; Pronunciation (liaison, 
elision, fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
30) Y-a-t-il beaucoup de gens qui ne mangent rien le matin? 13 syllables 
Syntax (general, question, negation) ; Morpho-phonological change (partitive); 
Pronunciation (fluidity, intelligibility, intonation) 
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31) Marie, prenez votre courage à deux mains et vous verrez que cet entretien passera 
comme une lettre à la poste!  [t]  29 syllables 
Syntax (subordinate, comparison) ; Vocabulary (Idiomatic expression) ; Tense/Mood 
Pronunciation (liaison, elision, fluidity, intelligibility, intonation) 
 
32) Les étudiants sortant de l'université avec un Master en poche ont plus de chance de 
trouver un travail que les autres.  32 syllables 
Syntax (general, comparative, subordinate) ; Vocabulary (Idiomatic expression) ; 
Tense/Mood 
Pronunciation (fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
33) Quand Sophie reçut sa collègue elle lui proposa du thé. 15 syllables 
Syntax (general) ; Pronoun (indirect object, possessive) ; Morpho-phonological change 
(partitif, feminine) ; Tense/Mood ; Pronunciation (fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
34) N'êtes-vous pas fatigués après ce voyage en voiture de trois jours? 17 syllables 
Syntax (general, question, negation) ; Preposition (après) ; Tense/Mood ; Pronunciation 
(elision, fluidity, intelligibility, intonation) 
 
35) Ce sont eux qui l'ont organisé l'an dernier à l'université de l'Illinois [t] 22 syllables 
Syntax (general, subordinate) ;Pronoun (direct object, indirect object, relative) ;Tense/Mood 
Pronunciation (liaison, elision, fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
36) Ni lui ni moi ne les avions comprises! [z] 10 syllables 
Syntax (general, negation) ;Pronoun (accentuated);Morpho-phonological change (feminine) 
Tense/Mood ;Pronunciation (liaison, fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
37) Plus elle se dépêchait dans son travail, moins elle réalisait un travail de qualité. [z]  
23 syllables 
Syntax (general, inverse correlation plus…moins…) ; Tense/Mood ; Pronunciation (liaison, 
fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
38) Elle a décidé de suivre des études d'arts plastiques à l'école des Beaux-Arts. [z] [z]  
19 syllables 
Syntax (general) ;Vocabulary (Beaux-Arts) ; Morpho-phonological change (plurial, 
feminine) 
Tense/Mood ;Pronunciation (liaison, elision, fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
39) On en avait une petite noire qui s'appelait minouche. [n] [n] 8 syllables 
Syntax (general, subordinate) ; Pronoun (subject, object, relative) ; Morpho-phonological 
change (feminine) ; Tense/Mood ; Pronunciation (liaison, elision, fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
 
 
 267 
 
40) Dès que la présidente eut signé le document, son secrétaire l'emporta. 20 syllables 
Syntax (general) ; Pronoun (direct object, possessive) ; Tense/Mood ; Pronunciation (elision, 
fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
41) Dès que l'on aura dîné, on regardera attentivement le documentaire sur France 3. [n]  
23 syllables 
Syntax (general, adverb placement) ; Pronoun (subject) ; Tense/Mood ; Pronunciation 
(liaison, elision, fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
42) Laura et Julie, ce sont elles qui viennent de finir de décorer élégamment la chambre 
d'amis. [t] 26 syllables 
Syntax (general, adverb placement, subordinate) ; Pronoun (subject) ;Preposition (de) ; 
Tense/Mood ;Pronunciation (liaison, fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
43) On vient juste de rentrer du supermarché où les promotions étaient particulièrement 
intéressantes. ( [d] )28 syllables 
Syntax (general, adverb placement) ; Morpho-phonological change (lplurial, feminine ) ; 
Tense/Mood ;Pronunciation (fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
44) Il est possible que ses parents soient arrivés en France avant le début de la guerre 
d'Algérie. [t] 26 syllables 
Syntax (general) ; Preposition (avant) ; Tense/Mood ; Pronunciation (liaison, fluidity, 
intelligibility) 
 
45) Gabriel, en épousant sa patronne a fait d'une pierre deux coups. [n] 16 syllables 
Syntax (general) ; Vocabulary (Idiomatic expression) ; Tense/Mood ; Morpho-phonological 
change (feminine) ; Pronunciation (liaison, elision, fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
46) Ne penses-tu pas que les réalisatrices du film souhaiteraient lire les scénarios le plus 
tôt possible? 25 syllables 
Syntax (general, negation, question, superlative); Tense/Mood; Pronunciation (fluidity, 
intelligibility, intonation) 
 
47) Nous aurions dû faire des réservations avant d'aller au théâtre. [z] 17 syllables 
Syntax (general) ; Preposition (avant) ; Tense/Mood ; Pronunciation (liaison, elision, 
fluidity, intelligibility) 
48) Prenons deux semaines pour visiter New York pendant les vacances d'été! 17 syllables 
Syntax (general) ; Preposition (pendant) ; Tense/Mood ; Pronunciation (fluidity, 
intelligibility, intonation) 
 
49) Qu'allez-vous faire demain soir après lui avoir dit la vérité? 17 syllables 
Syntax (general, question) ; Pronoun (subject, indirect object) ; Preposition (après) ; 
Tense/Mood; Pronunciation (elision, fluidity, intelligibility, intonation) 
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50) Les étudiantes Laure et Stéphanie vont continuer à l'étudier à l'université de Montréal. 
[z] 28 syllables 
Syntax (general) ; Pronoun (direct object) ; Tense/Mood ; Morpho-phonological change ; 
feminine) ; Pronunciation (liaison, elision, fluidity, intelligibility) 
 
Tentative definition of attributes and sub-attributes 
 
Syntax 
Syntax refers to the order of the words in a sentence. It also designates the word function in 
the sentence, such as noun, verb, adverb etc. 
 General 
The most commonly used sentence type in French is a declarative statement that 
follows the order subject verb object (SVO). It is in that sense that I refer to ‘general’ 
for the syntax order. 
 Subordinate 
As its name indicates, the sentence comprises a subordinate clause that should be 
introduced by a relative pronoun such as qui, que, dont, où, lequel, etc. 
 Adjective placement  
On the contrary to English, French has the adjective placed (most of the time) after 
the verb, so this is a very good element on which to assess students to see if they have 
mastered this grammatical rule. 
 Comparative 
When making comparison in French, certain words such as ‘plus’ (more) [French 
compared elements] and moins (less) are mandatory. This is a fixed grammatical 
construction that students need to master when they consider a similar or different 
subject or person, for instance. 
 Question  
There is basically three ways of asking a question in French and two of them require a 
different syntax from the declarative statement. One of them requires particular syntax 
using specific interrogative words such as ‘Est-ce que …’ (do …), the other requires 
the subject verb inversion like in English.  
 Adverb placement  
The adverb in French does not necessarily correspond in the adverb placement in 
French. So this is a very good element on which to assess students to see if they have 
mastered this grammatical rule.  
 Negation 
The French negation is always, when writing, composed of two parts ne + [verb]+ 
pas. However, according to the meaning, this negation can vary depending on the 
meaning we want to convey. For instance:  
Pierre ne mange pas de chocolat (Peter does not eat chocolate) 
Pierre ne mange plus de chocolat (Peter does not eat chocolate anymore) 
Pierre ne mange jamais de chocloat (Peter never eats chocolate) etc. 
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Pronunciation 
French has a sound system different from English (such as nasal vowel, liaison) which must 
be respected when speaking French. Not respecting those rules can alter the comprehension 
of the message and thus can create miscommunication. 
 Liaison 
Liaison is one of the most famous phonological components in French language. It 
could be characterized by “the forward syllabification of a word-final consonant to the 
first vowel of the following word”. Liaison is a very specific phenomenon in French 
in the sense that it appears only in some syntactic contexts and in those contexts 
liaison can be of different kinds (mandatory, optional and forbidden). Liaison’s 
realization always takes into account the sentence’s structure. “It is the results of the 
interaction of several components of the grammar, and it is also motivated by non-
linguistics factors.” (Fagyal et. al, 2006, p. 58) 
 Elision 
Elision in French refers to the suppression of a final unstressed vowel (usually schwa 
[ə]) immediately before another word beginning with a vowel. The term also refers to 
the orthographic convention by which the deletion of a vowel is reflected in writing 
and indicated with an apostrophe.  
E.g., le + ordinateur → l’ordinateur (computer) 
La+ échelle → l’ échelle (ladder, scale) 
 Fluidity 
It could be described by the fact that when a second language learner of French 
speaks, s/he demonstrates a smooth and easy style. This style at the highest level can 
be characterized by no breakdown in the sentence rhythm which could be caused by 
either pause(s), hesitation(s), onomatopoeia(s), and insertion of English words. 
 Intelligibility 
It refers to the fact that when French second language learners speak, they are clear 
enough to be heard, and they also are able to be understood easily. 
 Intonation 
It refers to the pitch’s variation (sound intensity) while speaking. It is particularly 
important while formulating a question in French; the voice must rise at the end of it. 
 
Pronoun 
French has different kinds of pronouns: subjects such as je, tu, il, elle, etc. but also direct 
object pronouns such as me, te, le, adverbial pronouns such as y, en, demonstrative pronouns 
such as celui, celle, indefinite pronouns such as ce, ceci, cela, stressed pronouns such as moi, 
toi, lui, indirect pronouns such as me, te lui, etc. French learners need to know when to use 
each of them. Their use is linked to the grammatical function of the words in the sentence.
  
Tense/Mood 
Like in English, French can express verbs in different tenses to refer to a certain time period. 
The mood is the form of the verb that shows the mode or manner in which a thought is 
expressed.  
Preposition 
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Like in English, French has propositions, which is a word or group of words that is used with 
a noun, pronoun, or noun phrase to show direction, location, or time, or to introduce an 
object. E.g., Le livre est sur la table (the book is on the table) 
 
Morphology 
It refers to the linguistics branch which studies the word structures and their internal 
structure, especially in terms of morphemes and their meanings (it is linked with semantics as 
well). In this study, the morphology is important since French has a lot of different 
morphology variations in relation to the different subject (masculine, feminine, singular, 
plural), for instance. 
 
Vocabulary 
In this study, we use vocabulary to refer to the words used in every sentence that test takers 
have to repeat. The words can be of different grammatical functions, such as article, noun, 
adjective, verb, proposition, adverb, etc. 
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APPENDIX H. FRENCH EIT RATING SCALE FIRST DRAFT 
Elicited Imitation Task 
Grading Criteria 
 
Very important to keep in mind: 
 
 We are assessing ORAL PRODUCTION by university students, learners of French 
 The goal is to specify their global proficiency in French for language placement 
 Test takers have only one attempt to repeat the sentence they heard 
 They should do the best they can BUT should not reformulate or repeat more than 
once 
 If the test taker starts repeating before the beep, the item must be scored as 0 for 
each of the grading criteria, no exception  
 It is a placement exam: be fair and do not be over generous. This is in the interest of 
reliability. 
 If the test taker did not say anything for the sentence, the item will be scored as 0 for 
each of the grading criteria. 0 = missing data OR failure to follow directions 
 
To start grading the test taker’s oral production, please go on this URL address: 
http://  
 
MEANING (content of the message) 
 
1 = Oral production does not correspond to the original message  
(Production conveys little or none of the original message; total lack of ability to understand 
the original sentence) 
2 = Oral production is far from the original message  
(Production conveys some meaning but is insufficient; student had significant difficulty 
understanding and following trains of thought of the original message) (e.g: “le livre sur la 
table” instead of “le livre rouge n’était pas sur la table”) 
3 = Oral production is similar to the original message 
(Ability to understand and follow developed trains of thought of the original message without 
too much difficulty) (e.g: “le livre n’était sur la table” instead of “ le livre rouge n’était pas 
sur la table”) 
4 = Oral production is exactly identical or extremely close to the original message 
(No difficulties in understanding the sentence that can imply complex trains of thought.) 
 
SYNTAX (Word Order) 
 
1 = Oral production does not correspond to the original syntax of the sentence 
(No grasp at all of the basic French syntax; too many mistakes which impede understanding; 
words in a complete random order/ far away from each other in the speech stream without 
connection between them whatsoever) (e.g.: “Marie … la poste” instead of “Marie, prenez 
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votre courage à deux mains et vous verrez que cet entretien passera comme une lettre à la 
poste!”) 
2 = Oral production is far from the original syntax of the sentence 
(An elementary grasp of syntax; no grasp of more complex clauses) (e.g.: passera lettre à la 
poste) 
3 = Oral production is close to the original syntax of the sentence  
(Syntax is fairly correct but does not entirely correspond to the original syntax of the 
sentence.) Occasional mistake (e.g.: “une bonne amie de moi” instead of « une bonne amie à 
moi”) 
4 = Oral production is exactly identical (or 98% close) to the original syntax of the sentence 
(Only a correct variation will be accepted for this level e.g.: à l’université d’Illinois instead of 
à l’université de l’Illinois) 
 
 
VOCABULARY (Word Choice) 
 
1 = Oral production does not reflect the vocabulary used in the original sentence, nor is 
related to it (inadequate vocabulary [English or non-sense word] is used.) 
2 = Oral production is far from the vocabulary used in the original sentence  
(Only few corresponding basic key words are repeated but not the majority of them. Student 
uses substitution which does not correspond to the original word/meaning) (E.g: ‘au musée’ 
instead of ‘amusé’ ; ‘maintenant’ instead of ‘le matin’) 
3 = Oral production is close to the vocabulary used in the original sentence 
(The majority of the corresponding vocabulary is repeated as in the sentence model. Student 
uses substitution which does correspond to the original word/meaning)  
4 = Oral production reflects the exact same vocabulary or slightly different to the one used 
in the original sentence   
 
MORPHOLOGY (agreement: gender [masculine, feminine], number [singular, plural], 
conjugation [tense, mood, pronouns) 
 
1 = Oral production shows that none or only one agreement has been made. 
Inadequate morphology is used, such as feminine used instead of masculine (‘‘E.g.: “Quand 
Sophie a reçu son collègue’ Instead of ‘Quand Sophie reçut sa collègue elle lui proposa du 
thé”) 
2 = Oral production shows that less than the majority of agreement(s) has/have been made. 
Less than the majority of adequate morphology is articulated. (E.g.: “Quand Sophie reçut son 
collègue elle lui a proposé du thé” Instead of ‘‘Quand Sophie reçut sa collègue elle lui 
proposa du thé”) 
3 = Oral production shows that the majority of agreement(s) has/have been made 
(More than the majority of adequate morphology is articulated (E.g.: “Quand Sophie reçut sa 
collègue elle lui a proposé du thé’ Instead of ‘Quand Sophie reçut sa collègue elle lui proposa 
du thé”)  
4 = Oral production shows that the totality of agreement(s) has/have been made  
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PHONOLOGY (French Sound System) 
 
1 = Oral production displays pronunciation which is not understandable 
(A lack of ability to pronounce the basic sounds of the language in context; the outcome is a 
sound stream without meaning attached to it. Use the phonetic system of their L1) 
2 = Oral production displays a very strong accent (caused by wrong vowels articulated: 
minimal pairs e,g.: [u] instead of [y], final consonants articulated, mandatory French liaison 
not realized, use of aspiration) which entails difficulty to understand the sentence (much 
unclear and incorrect pronunciation) (E.g.:, [o] ‘château ‘ instead of [õ] ‘chaton’. The word 
‘un’ [ɛ ]̃ is articulated as [ɛ ñ], the word ‘une’ [yn] is articulated [un], ‘Montréal’ articulated 
with the ‘t’) 
3 = Oral production is close to native pronunciation or displays a slight accent. Some 
vowels (but not the majority) are non-clearly articulated (E.g.: neither [lø] nor [la] is 
articulated but something in between, aspiration use) however it does not prevent the 
understanding of the sentence (Pronunciation which is fairly and consistently correct. 
Pronunciation does not impede understanding.)( E.g.: ‘sécrétaire’ instead of ‘secrétaire’, 
‘l’école de [dø] Beaux-Arts’ instead of ‘l’école des [de] Beaux-Arts’ ‘uniquement de plats de 
viandes’ instead of ‘uniquement des plats de viandes’,‘Trouver de travail’ instead of ‘trouver 
du travail’) 
4 = Oral production displays no accent at all or only occasionally which demonstrates the 
test taker’s mastery of the French phonology system (correct, distinct and clear 
pronunciation). Elision of schwa is even sometimes realized (e.g.: [apartmã] for [apartømã]). 
 
FLUENCY (if there is a pause before they start repeating, it is not fluency, it is considered as 
fluency only if pause(s) occur(s) in the middle of the oral production) 
 
1 = Oral production reflects too many pauses through the speech stream (e.g.; [ə] of 
thinking) 
(No ability to repeat the sentence entirely) 
2 = Oral production reflects a lot of hesitations (e.g: words cut [e.g.; mai-son], and/or self-
correction (e.g: le petit garçon [pause] le petit garçon est triste) and/or reformulation (when 
the structure syntax or vocabulary is changed due to working memory) in the speech stream. 
(Only a limited ability to repeat the sentence heard).  
3 = Oral production reflects few hesitation(s) and/or self-correction (e.g: [mon → ma] in 
the speech stream. (An ability to repeat the sentence heard without undue difficulty)  
4 = Oral production reflects very minor or no hesitation at all in the speech stream  
(Fluent and confident; perfect or some minor variations are accepted) (E.g : ‘il doit finir de 
ranger la chambre’ instead of  il doit finir de ranger sa chambre.) 
 
Self-correction for score 2= when the test taker is stressed and just repeats the first word to 
gain confidence (e.g: le petit garçon [pause] le petit garçon est triste) 
Self-correction for score 3= when test taker self-corrects his production due to grammatical 
awareness (e.g: mon → ma)   
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To sum-up visually, here is how to grade each criterion: 
 
1. Keep in mind that the bold items in the sentence are more important than the non-
bold items 
2. Do not ignore the non-bold items; they are important for the score too even if they 
are weighted less. 
3. Your scoring rubric could look like this, where -- means very bad, - means bad, + 
means good and ++ means very good.  
 
Bold  Non-Bold Score 
-/-- -/-- 1 
-/-- + 1 
+ - 2 
+ +/++ 3 
++ +/++ 4 
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APPENDIX I. EBB SCALE FOR FRENCH EIT 
 
DIRECTIONS: 
 
Elicited Imitation Task 
Grading Procedures 
 
Very important to keep in mind: 
 
 We are assessing ORAL PRODUCTION by University students, learners of French 
 The goal is to specify their global proficiency in French for language placement 
 Test takers have only one attempt to repeat the sentence they heard 
 They should do the best they can BUT should not reformulate or repeat more than once 
 If the test taker starts repeating before the beep, the item must be scored as 0 for each of the grading criteria, no exception  
 This is a placement exam: be fair and do not be over generous. This is in the interest of reliability. 
 If the test taker does not say anything for the sentence, the item will be scored as 0 for each of the grading criteria. (0 = missing data OR 
failure to follow directions) 
 
DIRECTIONS: 
The way each individual rater should rate each criterion is the following. 
For each criterion listed below (meaning, syntax, vocabulary, morphology, phonology and fluency) the rater should think of each criterion on a 
binary mode. (e.g.: How much evidence do we have about test taker control of the assessed criterion? Evidence of control of criterion X versus 
no evidence of control of criterion X) 
 
In other words, the rater should ask him/herself, for instance, “Does test taker performance, according to criterion X, belong to the better half 
or does it belong to the poorer half? This binary division of test taker sample performance is mandatory to enhance reliability in the rating 
process. Once the good/bad decision has been made, the next step is to decide the degree to which the production was good/ bad. For example, 
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for the sentence: « Le livre rouge n’était pas sur la table », the test taker said « Le livre est sur la table ». Negation (syntax) and adjective 
(vocabulary) are missing so the rater will have to deal with the poorer half of the scale. See figure below for each criterion.   
 
 
 
 
 
MEANING (content of message)
The sentence's content might be  
somewhat complex. For each sentence, 
the rater needs to consider the meaning as 
a whole (globally)
(e.g.: If there are two ideas in the 
sentence but the test taker failed to repeat 
both of them, then s/he failed to show 
complete control of this criterion.)
Does the test taker's oral production 
correspond to the content of the original 
sentence?
NO
Is only one element 
repeated?
NO
Are all the bolded 
words repeated?
No
score 2
YES
score 3
YES
score 1
YES
Is the oral production close to the 
meaning  of the original 
sentence?
YES
Are all the words  in 
bold repeated correctly?
NO
score 5
YES 
score 6
NO
score 4
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SYNTAX (word order in the sentence)
The sentence is built with a particular 
syntax. For each item, the rater needs to 
consider the syntax as a whole (globally)
(e.g.: Is the question syntax respected? Is 
the negation compelety realized? In 
French, the presence of articles is 
important as well as adjective position, 
etc.)
Does the test taker's oral production 
correspond to the syntax used in the 
original sentence?
NO
Is only half or less of the 
syntax repeated correctly?
NO
Are all the bolded 
words repeated?
No
score 2
YES
score 3
YES
score 1
YES
Is the oral production 
close to the syntax used in 
the original sentence?
YES
Are all the bolded 
words correcty 
repeated?
NO
score 5
YES 
score 6
NO
score 4
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VOCABULARY
Specific vocabulary is displayed in 
the original sentence and should be 
reused in the test taker's production. 
Synonyms can be accepted as long 
as they are closely related to the 
original vocabulary.
Does the test taker's oral production 
reflect the vocabulary used in the 
original sentence?
NO
Is only half or less of the 
words repeated ?
NO
Are all the bolded 
words repeated?
No
score 2
YES
score 3
YES
score 1
YES
Is the oral production close to 
the vocabulary used in the 
original sentence?
YES
Are all the bolded 
words correcty 
repeated?
NO
score 5
YES 
score 6
NO
score 4
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MORPHOLOGY (agreement)
This criterion is based on all the 
agreement that French language uses 
(e.g.: gender [masculine, feminine], 
number [singular, plural], conjugation 
[tense, mood, pronouns])
Does the test taker 's oral production 
reflect the morphology used in the 
original sentence?
NO
Is there only half or less of 
the agreement realized?
NO
Are all the bolded 
words repeated?
No
score 2
YES
score 3
YES
score 1
YES
Does the oral production 
closely reflect the agreement 
used in the original sentence?
YES
Are all the bolded 
words correcty 
repeated?
NO
score 5
YES 
score 6
NO
score 4
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PHONOLOGY (French sound system)
The articulation of the vowel (oral and 
nasal) should be taken into consideration 
as well as "liaison", "schwa". 
Articulation of final consonants should 
be penalized, as it does not reflect the 
proper French pronunciation. In taking 
these criteria in consideration, the rater 
should also question him/herself about 
the understanding of the sentence in 
relation to the pronunciation
Does the test taker's oral production 
reflect the phonology displayed in the 
original sentence?
Does pronunciation facilitate 
comfortbale understanding? 
NO
Is only half or less of the 
french sounds pronunced 
correctly?
NO
Are all the bolded 
words repeated?
No
score 2
YES
score 3
YES
score 1
YES
Is the oral production close to 
the French sounds displayed 
in the original sentence?
YES
Are all the bolded 
words correcty 
repeated?
NO
score 5
YES 
score 6
NO
score 4
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FLUENCY (pause(s), self-
correction(s), hesitation(s))
In this criterion, the ease of the test 
taker's expression (eloquence) is 
assessed. How well did he repeat the 
sentence without too many 
hesitations.
Does the test taker's oral production 
reflect the fluency displayed in the 
original sentence?
NO
Does the oral production 
reflect too many pauses in the 
speech stream?
NO
Does the test taker produce (a 
lof of) hesitation(s) and/or 
reformulation(s)?
No
score 3
YES
score 2
YES
score 1
YES
Does the test taker 's oral 
production reflect minor 
hesitations/self-correction?
YES
Do(es) the 
hesitation(s)/self 
correction(s) occur 
often in the speech 
stream?
NO
score 5
YES 
score 4
NO
score 6
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APPENDIX J. EIT SCORING RUBRIC 
Elicited Imitation Task 
Scoring Rubric 
Important things to keep in mind while grading: 
 
 We are evaluating ORAL PRODUCTION by University students who are learners of French as a second/foreign language. 
 The goal is to determine and specify their overall proficiency in French for language placement. 
 Test takers have only one attempt to repeat the utterance.  
 They should do their best, BUT should neither rephrase nor repeat the sentence more than once. 
 If a test taker starts repeating before the beep, even without being conscious of this (in other words, without stopping after 
articulating two words and then starting the sentence again), the oral production must get a score of 0 for each of the criteria. There 
must be no exceptions to this.  All oral production that starts before the beep and do not conform to this description must be given a 
score of 0.  
 This is a placement test: be fair; do not be generous. Be as consistent as possible in the interest of the reliability of the research.  
 If the test taker has not said anything (or has articulated one/some word(s), but only in English), the utterance will be given a score of 0 
for each criterion. 0 = missing data OR violation of the directions.  
 If the oral production contains extra words not present in the initial sentence, but if all other words are repeated correctly, the maximum 
score will be 5 for each criterion, depending on the quality of the oral production.   
 
NB: Initial sentence = sentence provided for the Elicited Imitation Task  
A brief explanation of each criterion is provided below.  
 
MEANING (the content of the message) 
The content of the message can sometimes be complex. For each sentence, the rater should consider the overall content of the message. (E.g., if 
two ideas are expressed in the sentence, but the test taker fails to repeat one or both of them, then he/she did not succeed in demonstrating 
complete control of this criterion for the content of this message.  
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SYNTAX (word order and grammatical category of the words in the sentence) 
The sentence is built with a particular syntax. For each item, the rater must consider the syntax globally. (E.g., Is the syntax of the question 
respected? Is the negation completely realized (e.g. ne+pas/point/jamais/personne/rien)?  In French, articles are important, as is adjective 
placement.)  
 
VOCABULARY (words that reflect the initial sentence) 
A specific vocabulary is used in the elicited imitation task sentence corpus and therefore must be used in the test takers’ oral production.  
 
MORPHOLOGY (agreements) 
This criterion is based on agreement in the French language. (E.g., gender [masculine, feminine], number [singular, plural], conjugation [tense, 
mood, pronouns]) 
 
PRONUNCIATION (French sounds system) 
The articulation of vowels (oral and nasal) should be taken into consideration, as well as liaison, elision and schwas (mute e). The 
articulation of the final consonant should be penalized where applicable since it does not reflect correct French pronunciation.  
The intonation (a part of prosody) is also important in the rating, particularly for questions. Segmentation is also a criterion to be kept in mind.  
Having taken into consideration all these (non-exhaustive) criteria for grading, the rater should also ask him/herself about his/her 
comprehension of the sentence produced by the test taker with reference to pronunciation. Does the pronunciation hinder comprehension? 
If it does, then the grading should reflect this.  
 
FLUENCY (pause(s), self-correction(s), hesitation (s)) 
This criterion helps evaluate the ease of production of the test taker and his/her eloquence.  To what extent did the learner repeat the sentence 
well? Were there many hesitations?   
 
Below, you will find the grading criteria to use. They will guide and help you in your assessment work for the elicited imitation task. 
Legend for the given examples:  
The crossed words in grey (E.g.,: crossed words in grey) correspond to the words of the original sentence, which the test taker failed to repeat.  
The words in bold (E.g.: words in bold) correspond to the words produced by the test taker, but which do not correspond to the ones in the original sentence. 
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SCORE 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MEANING 
(the message 
content) 
 
This oral 
production 
expresses 
exactly the 
same meaning 
as the one in 
the initial 
sentence.   
 
Ex : Le livre 
rouge n’était 
pas sur la table 
 
We accept 
perfect 
synonyms as 
long as we 
have the 
meaning of the 
original 
sentence. 
 
 
 
 
This oral 
production 
expresses a 
meaning very 
similar to the one 
in the original 
sentence.   
One element is 
missing, but the 
general meaning 
of the sentence is 
present.  
 
Ex : Le livre 
rouge n’était est 
pas sur la table 
 
Ex2 : Tu aimes 
aimais écouter la 
musique techno 
technique n’est-
ce pas ? 
 
We accept 
synonyms as long 
as we have the 
general meaning 
of the original 
sentence. 
 
This oral 
production 
expresses a 
meaning that is 
close to but 
somewhat different 
from the one in the 
initial sentence.   
 
Ex : Le livre rouge 
n’était est pas sur 
la table 
 
Ex2 : Le livre 
rouge n’était était 
sur la table 
 
Ex3 : Prenons deux 
semaines pour 
visiter New nouva 
York pendant les 
vacances d’été. 
 
There can be 
one/some 
misinterpretation(s 
), one/some 
incoherence, or 
one part of the 
sentence could be 
missing.  
 
 
 
 
 
This oral 
production 
expresses a 
meaning that is 
vague and/or 
globally different 
from the one in 
the initial 
sentence.   
 
Ex : Le livre 
rouge n’était pas 
sur la table 
 
There can be 
some 
misinterpretations
, some 
incoherence, and/ 
or only the half of 
the sentence 
meaning is 
present. 
 
This oral 
production 
expresses the 
beginning of a 
meaning 
sometimes 
different from the 
one in the initial 
sentence.   
 
Ex : Le livre 
 
Ex2 : N'êtes-vous 
pas fatigués après 
ce le voyage 
[longue pause] en 
voiture de trois 
jours? 
 
There are some  
misinterpretations
, some 
incoherence; only 
two elements*with 
meaning are 
present.   
 
 
 
This oral 
production 
does not 
express any 
meaning 
corresponding 
to the one in 
the initial 
sentence.   
  
Ex : liou 
nable 
 
 
The learner 
did not say 
anything OR 
started to 
repeat the 
sentence 
before the 
beep. 
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SCORE 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SYNTAX  
(word order and 
grammatical 
category of the 
words in the 
sentence) 
 
Density measure 
toward the 
sentence size 
 
 
This oral 
production 
contains 
exactly the 
same syntactic 
structure as 
the one in the 
initial sentence 
and has no 
syntactic 
mistakes.   
 
 
 
This oral 
production 
contains the 
syntactic 
structures copied 
from the initial 
sentence with 
only one 
syntactic 
mistake.   
 
Ex :Le La livre 
rouge n’était pas 
sur sous la table. 
 
Ex2 : Le livre 
rouge n’était pas 
sur la table. 
 
Ex3 : Tu aimes 
aimais écouter la 
musique techno 
technique n’est-
ce pas ? 
 
Ex4 : N’êtes-vous 
pas fatigués après 
ce long voyage en 
voiture de trois 
jours   de trois 
jours en voiture ? 
(inversion) 
 
This oral 
production 
contains some 
syntactic 
structures more or 
less copied from 
the ones in the 
initial sentence. 
There is more 
than one syntactic 
mistake.   
 
Ex : Le livre rouge 
n’était pas sur la 
table. 
 
Ex2: Le livre rouge 
n’était est pas sur 
la table. 
 
Ex3 : Prenons deux 
semaines pour 
visiter New nouva 
York pendant les 
vacances d’été. 
 
More than half of 
the syntax is 
repeated. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This oral 
production 
contains more 
than one/two* 
syntactic 
structure(s) more 
or less copied 
from the ones in 
the initial 
sentence.  
 
Ex : Le livre 
rouge n’était pas 
sur sous la table.  
[nom + prép + dét 
+ nom] 
 
Ex2 : Le livre 
rouge n’était pas 
sur sous la table. 
[dét+ nom + adj] 
 
Ex3 : je pense le 
faire J’espère que 
le temps se 
réchauffera plus 
tôt cette année. 
 
In the best case, 
half of the syntax 
is present. 
 
 
 
 
 
This oral 
production 
contains one/two* 
simple syntactic 
structure(s) more 
or less copied 
from the ones in 
the initial 
sentence.  
 
Ex : Le livre 
n’était pas sur la 
une table. 
[dét + nom] 
 
Ex2 :  
Le petit garçon 
dont le chaton est 
mort hier est triste 
[dét + nom] 
 
Too many things 
are missing.  
 
 
This oral 
production 
contains no 
syntactic 
structure. 
 
Ex : Le livre 
rouge n’était 
pas sur la 
table  
[nom] 
 
Ex2 : Le livre 
rouge n’était 
pas sur la 
[longue pause] 
table  
[nom + nom] 
 
 
 
The learner 
did not say 
anything OR 
started to 
repeat the 
sentence 
before the 
beep. 
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SCORE 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MORPHOLOGY 
(the agreements in 
gender, number, 
the tense and 
mood) 
 
Density measure 
toward the 
sentence size 
 
This oral 
production 
contains all the 
morphological 
agreements 
from the initial 
sentence and 
has no 
morphological 
mistake.   
 
Ex : Le livre 
rouge n’était 
pas sur la table. 
This oral 
production 
contains the 
morphological 
agreements 
copied from the 
initial sentence 
with only one 
morphological 
mistake.   
 
Ex : Le livre 
rouge n’était  pas 
sur la le table. 
 
 
This oral 
production 
contains some 
morphological 
agreements more 
or less copied from 
the initial sentence. 
There is more 
than one 
morphological 
mistake.   
 
Ex : Le livre rouge 
n’était est pas sur 
la table. 
 
Ex2 : Tu aimes 
aimais écouter la 
musique techno 
technique n’est-ce 
pas ? 
 
Ex3 : Prenons deux 
semaines pour 
visiter nouva New 
York pendant les 
vacances d’été. 
 
More than half of 
the morphological 
elements are 
repeated. 
 
 
 
This oral 
production 
contains more 
than one/two* 
morphological 
agreement(s) 
more or less 
copied from the 
initial sentence.  
 
Ex : Le la livre 
rouge n’est n’était 
est pas sur la 
table. 
 
In the best case, 
half of the 
morphological 
elements are 
realized. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This oral 
production 
contains only 
one/two* 
morphological 
agreement(s) 
more or less 
copied from the 
initial sentence.  
 
Ex : On vient juste 
de renter du 
supermarché où les 
promotions étaient 
particulièrement 
Intéressante. 
 
Ex2 : Le Un livre 
rouge n’était est 
pas sur la table.  
 
Ex3 : Le petit 
garçon dont le 
chaton château 
est mort hier est 
triste. 
 
Ex4 : Dès que la 
présidente le 
président eu 
signé le document 
son secrétaire 
l’emporta. 
 
There is one 
morphological 
agreement.  
This oral 
production 
contains no 
morphologica
l agreement. 
 
Ex : Le livre 
rouge n’était 
est pas sur la 
le table. 
 
Ex2 : Gabriel 
en épousant sa 
patronne a fait 
d’une pierre 
deux coups.  
The learner 
did not say 
anything OR 
started to 
repeat the 
sentence 
before the 
beep. 
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SCORE 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
VOCABULARY 
(words used that 
correspond to the 
initial sentence) 
 
 
This oral 
production 
contains all of 
the words of 
the initial 
sentence.  
 
 
This oral 
production 
contains the 
words of the 
initial sentence 
with only one 
vocabulary 
mistake.   
 
Ex : Les étudiants 
sortant de 
l’université avec 
un Master en 
poche ont plus de 
chance de trouver 
un travail emploi 
que les autres. 
 
Ex2 :  
La police a arrêté 
le terrible grand 
voleur qui était 
grand terrible et 
mince.  
(The words are 
switched here) 
 
Ex3 : Ne penses-
tu pas que les 
réalisatrices du 
film 
souhaiteraient lire 
les scenarios le 
plus tôt possible. 
(article + noun in a 
big sentence) 
 
This oral 
production 
contains some 
words of the 
initial sentence. 
 
Ex : Excusez-moi, 
savez-vous vous 
savez si le train de 
11h30 a déjà 
quitté est déjà 
parti de la gare ?  
 
Ex2 : Le livre 
rouge n’était  pas 
sur la table  
 
Ex3 : Prenons 
deux semaines 
pour visiter New 
nouva York 
pendant les 
vacances d’été. 
 
More than half of 
the original 
vocabulary is 
employed. 
 
 
 
This oral 
production 
contains more 
than two* words 
of the initial 
sentence. 
 
Ex : Le livre 
rouge n’était  pas 
sur la table.  
 
Ex2 : Le petit 
garçon dont le 
chaton château est 
mort hier est 
triste. 
 
Ex3 : Le petit 
garçon dans dont 
le chaton château 
est mort hier est 
triste. 
 
In the best case, 
half of the 
original words 
are present. 
 
 
 
This oral 
production 
contains only one 
or two* word(s) 
of the initial 
sentence. 
 
Ex : Excusez-moi, 
savez-vous si le 
train de 11h30 à 
déjà quitté la gare 
? 
 
Ex2 : Le livre 
rouge n’était  pas 
sur la table.  
 
 
 
This oral 
production 
contains none 
of the words of 
the initial 
sentence. 
 
Ex : Excusez-
moi, savez-vous 
si le train de 
11h30 à déjà 
quitté la gare ? 
guerre 
 
 
The learner 
did not say 
anything 
OR started 
to repeat the 
sentence 
before the 
beep. 
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SCORE 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PRONUNCIATION 
(French sound 
system) 
 
Reminder : 
Take into 
consideration the 
articulation of 
vowels (oral and 
nasal), consonants, 
mandatory liaisons, 
and the degree of 
understanding 
linked to all of this.   
 
This oral 
production is 
perfectly 
intelligible 
and perfectly 
copied from 
the original 
sentence 
without any 
prosodic29 or 
segmental30 
mistake.  
 
 
 
 
This oral 
production 
contains prosodic 
and/or segmental 
elements copied 
from the original 
sentence. There is 
only one/ 
two*mistake(s).   
 
Clearly intelligible. 
does not hinder 
comprehension 
despite small 
articulatory errors 
or hesitation (E.g.,: 
final consonants 
articulated) 
 
Ex : La police a 
arrêté le terrible 
voleur qui était 
grande et mince 
 
Ex : Le petit 
garçon dont le 
chaton château 
est mort hier est 
triste.  
This oral 
production 
contains some of 
the prosodic 
and/or segmen-
tal elements more 
or less copied 
from the original 
sentence.  
  
More than half of 
the elements are 
employed. 
 
Ex : Avant de 
pouvoir d’aller 
dehors, il doit 
finir de  ranger sa 
chambre. 
 
Ex : Le petit petite 
garçon dont dans 
le chaton château 
est mort hier est 
triste.  
 
Ex2 : Prenons deux 
semaines pour 
visiter New nouva 
York pendant les 
vacances cet été. 
This oral 
production 
contains more 
than two* pro-
sodic and/or 
segmental 
elements more or 
less copied from 
the original 
sentence.  
 
In the best case, 
half of the elements 
are present. 
 
Ex : Le petit petite 
garçon dont dans 
le chaton château 
est mort hier est 
triste.  
 
Ex : Traversez 
traverse la  
rue en au feu et 
puis continue tout 
droit.  
 
Several difficulties 
concerning the 
sentence 
understanding. 
This oral 
production 
contains only one/ 
two* prosodic 
and/or segmental 
elements more or 
less copied from 
the initial 
sentence.  
 
A lot of difficulty 
understanding the 
sentence. The 
repeated words are 
difficult to 
understand due to 
poor phonemic 
articulation. 
 
Ex : Traverse la 
rue roue au feu et 
puis continue tout 
droit à droite 
roue [u] ≠ 
 la rue [y] 
droite ≠ droit 
 
This oral 
production is 
not 
understandabl
e  
 
The articulated 
phonemes do 
not correspond 
to the French 
phonological 
system at all. 
 
Ex : Lo rouche 
The learner 
did not say 
anything 
OR started 
to repeat the 
sentence 
before the 
beep. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                       
29 Prosody: the variation of height, length, and intensity (linked to the vowels and consonants) which conveys information regarding the emphasis on meaning, but also 
the assertion, interrogation, injunction, exclamation, etc. 
30 Segmentation: The cutting of an utterance (or a sequence) to make the units (or segments) of which it is constituted appear. (D. D. L. 1976). Segmentation is the 
basis of the structural analysis (…) a sentence can be segmented into syntagm, a syntagm into morphemes, a morpheme into phonemes. Limitation: segmentation does not 
take into account the mixture. (‘au’ cannot be segmented) (D. D. L.1976). 
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SCORE 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FLUENCY 
(speaker’s ease) 
 
This oral 
production 
copied from 
the initial 
sentence is 
expressed with 
ease and no 
one hesitation 
nor pause. 
 
Note :  
Slip of the 
tongue e.g., 
‘ce’ →’cette’ 
will not be 
penalized (we 
stay global) 
This oral 
production copied 
from the initial 
sentence is 
expressed with 
ease and only 
one/two* 
hesitation(s) 
and/or pause(s) 
or a missing word. 
There is no break 
in the sentence 
continuity. 
 
The speech rhythm 
is slower and 
slightly more 
segmented than the 
one in the original 
sentence. The speed 
is not ‘normal’ 
 
Ex : Tu aimes ai-
mais éc-ou-ter la 
musique  techno 
n’est-ce pas ? 
 
As soon as the oral 
production does not 
exactly correspond 
to the initial 
sentence (missing or 
mis-pronounced 
word) it is 
penalized. 
This oral 
production more 
or less copied 
from the initial 
sentence is 
expressed with 
ease but also 
with breaks in 
continuity (pauses 
and/or hesitations 
and/or onomato-
poeias and/or 
English words 
and/or missing 
words). 
 
Ex: Les étudiantes 
hum Laure et 
Stéphanie vont 
continuer à 
l'étudier à 
l’université de 
Montréal. 
 
Ex2 : Tu aimes ai-
mais écouter la 
musique  techno 
technique n’est-
ce pas ? 
 
More than half of 
the sentence is 
realized 
appropriately. 
This oral 
production, more 
or less copied 
from the initial 
sentence, is 
expressed with 
some ease but 
with a lot of 
breaks in the 
sentence 
continuity (pauses 
and/or hesitations 
and/or onomato-
poeias and/or 
English word 
insertion and/or 
missing words are 
present). 
 
Ex : Marie [long 
break] à la poste.  
 
Ex 2: Les 
étudiantes Laure 
et Stéphanie vont 
continuer à 
l'étudier 
something 
something à 
l’université de 
Montréal. 
 
At best, half of the 
sentence is realized 
appropriately.  
 
This oral 
production more 
or less copied 
from the initial 
sentence is 
expressed with 
little ease and 
with a lot of 
breaks in the 
sentence 
continuity (pauses 
and/or hesitations 
and/or onomato-
poeias and/or 
English word 
insertion and/or 
missing words are 
present). 
 
Ex : Maire prenez 
votre courage à 
deux mains et 
vous verrez que 
cet entretien 
passera comme 
une lettre à la 
poste.  
 
It is difficult to 
assess the fluency of 
the oral production 
when the test taker 
says only a few 
words interrupted 
by long silences 
and/or mumbles 
This oral 
production 
more or less 
copied from the 
initial sentence 
is expressed 
with a lot of 
difficulties and 
has several 
breaks in the 
sentence 
continuity 
(pauses and/or 
hesitations 
and/or 
onomatopoeias 
and/or English 
word insertion 
and/or missing 
words are 
present). 
 
Nothing is clearly 
perceptible.  
 
OR 
 
It is not possible 
to assess since 
there are not 
enough elements.  
 
Ex : [long sigh] 
poste. 
The learner 
did not say 
anything 
OR started 
to repeat the 
sentence 
before the 
beep. 
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APPENDIX K. CORRELATIONS MATRICES 
K.1 CORRELATIONS MATRIX BETWEEN EIT GLOBAL SCORES AND CLOZE TEST SCORES (WITH AND WITHOUT LOG 
TRANSFORMED DATA AND WITH AND WITHOUT ZERO SCORE INCLUDED) 
 
As can be seen in the table below, the researcher computed the correlations with the EIT and cloze including the following variations: 
 with and without zero included in the EIT Global score 
 with and without log transformed data 
Correlations 
 EIT Global Results ClozeTest EITGlobalWtZ Log_EITGlobalRes
ults 
Log_Cloze Log_EITGlobalWt
Z 
EIT Global Results Pearson Correlation 1 .875** .997** .992** .807** .982** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 200 200 200 200 200 200 
ClozeTest Pearson Correlation .875** 1 .876** .862** .927** .857** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 200 200 200 200 200 200 
EITGlobalWtZ Pearson Correlation .997** .876** 1 .988** .807** .986** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 .000 .000 
N 200 200 200 200 200 200 
Log_EITGlobalResults Pearson Correlation .992** .862** .988** 1 .826** .994** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  .000 .000 
N 200 200 200 200 200 200 
Log_Cloze Pearson Correlation .807** .927** .807** .826** 1 .827** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000  .000 
N 200 200 200 200 200 200 
Log_EITGlobalWtZ Pearson Correlation .982** .857** .986** .994** .827** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  
N 200 200 200 200 200 200 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Legend: 
EIT Global Results = the EIT results cleaned up (without outliers: 4.79% of the data have been removed); EITGlobalWtZ = EIT Global Results 
cleaned up and the zero scores (i.e., 100% agreement amongst raters: 97 instances in total) have been removed; Log_EITGlobalResults = EIT 
Global results log transformed ; Log_EITGlobalWtZ= EITGlobalWtZ log transformed ; Log Cloze= Cloze test Results log transformed 
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From the above output, the researcher created the following table, which is clearer. 
 Cloze Log Cloze 
EIT Global Results 
Pearson: .875** 
Sig: .000 
N/A 
Log EIT Global Results 
Pearson: .862** 
Sig: .000 
Pearson: .826**  
Sig: .000  
EIT Global Results without Zero 
Pearson: .876** 
Sig: .000 
N/A 
Log EIT Global Results without Zero  
Pearson:.857** 
Sig: .000 
Pearson: .827** 
Sig: .000  
Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
Two sets of analyses – log-transforming the data and excluding the zero scores – were computed.  The purpose of log-transforming the data and 
excluding the zero scores was done so that the analyses would be based on a normal distribution rather than on a skewed distribution. A skewed 
distribution could potentially display correlations that can be artificially boosted by outliers.  
The results indicate that transforming the data and excluding the zero scores did not drastically change the results. Therefore, the researcher 
decided to run the analyses on the original data mainly because of validity concerns.   
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K.2 CORRELATIONS MATRICES BETWEEN EIT GLOBAL (N=204, COMPLETE DATA SET) AND EIT GLOBAL (N=200, DATA 
SET EXCLUDING 4 TEST TAKERS)  
EIT Global (n=204) including test taker outliers 
 
EIT Global 
Results 
% W. FR. 
Use 
Yrs FR. Inst 
Age 1st Exp 
FR 
Mths FR 
Envir 
Cloze Test 
FPT 
12M 
EIT Global 
WtZ 
Log EIT 
Global 
Results 
Log EIT 
Global 
WtZ 
EIT 
Global 
Results 
1          
% W. 
FR. Use 
.296** 1         
Yrs FR. 
Inst 
.592** .191** 1        
Age 1st 
Exp FR 
-.438** -.075 -.569** 1       
Mths FR 
Envir 
.445** .102 .514** -.182** 1      
Cloze 
Test 
.875** .295** .557** -.341** .392** 1     
FPT 
(12M) 
.763** -.214 .254 -.221 .332* .645** 1    
EIT 
Global 
WtZ 
.997** .297** .593** -.437** .444** .876** .750** 1   
Log EIT 
Global 
Results 
.992** .333** .622** -.462** .516** .862** .777** .988** 1  
Log EIT 
Global 
WtZ 
.982** .330** .624** -.471** .503** .857** .765** .986** .994** 1 
Note: Each number in each cell indicates the Pearson correlation coefficient with the significance level.   
**= p< .01 Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *= p< .05 Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
Age 1st Exp FR = Age of first exposure to French; Yrs FR. Inst. = Years of French instruction; % W. FR. Use = Percent weekly use of French; Mths FR Envir. = Months of 
residence in a French-speaking environment; Cloze Test = Cloze test scores (/45); FPT (12M) = French Placement Test with only 12 months between this test and test 
takers participation in the EIT (n=40); EIT Global WtZ = EIT Global scores without the zero scores; Log EIT Global Results = EIT Global scores after log transformation; 
Log EIT Global WtZ = EIT Global scores after log transformation and excluding the zero scores. 
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EIT Global (n=200) Excluding Test Taker Outliers 
 
EIT Global 
Results 
% W. FR. 
Use 
Yrs FR. Inst 
Age 1st Exp 
FR 
Mths FR 
Envir 
Cloze Test 
FPT 
12M 
EIT Global 
WtZ 
Log EIT 
Global Results 
Log EIT 
Global 
WtZ 
EIT 
Global 
Results 
1          
% W. 
FR. Use 
.343** 
.000 
1         
Yrs  
FR. Inst 
.618** 
.000 
.277** 
.000 
1        
Age 1st  
Exp FR 
-.436** 
.000 
-.137 
.053 
-.602* 
* 
.000 
1       
Mths FR 
Envir 
.552** 
.000 
.222** 
.002 
.346** .000 
-.149* 
* 
.035 
1      
Cloze 
Test 
.875** 
.000 
.312** 
.000 
.611** .000 
-.340 
** 
.000 
.542**  
.000 
1     
FPT 
(12M) 
.763** 
.000 
-.214 
.184 
.254 
.113 
-.221 
.171 
.332* 
.036 
.645** 
.000 
1    
EIT 
Global 
WtZ 
.997** 
.000 
.343** 
.000 
.619** 
.000 
-.438** 
.000 
.550** 
.000 
.876** 
.000 
.750** 
.000 
1   
Log EIT 
Global 
Results 
.992** 
.000 
.333** 
.000 
.622** 
.000 
-462* 
* 
.000 
.516** 
.000 
.862** 
.000 
.777** 
.000 
.988** 
.000 
1  
Log EIT 
Global 
WtZ 
.982** 
.000 
.330** 
.000 
.624** 
.000 
-471* 
* 
.000 
.503* 
.000 
.857** 
.000 
.765** 
.000 
.986** 
.000 
.994** 
.000 
1 
Note: Each number in each cell indicates the Pearson correlation coefficient with the significance level.   
**= p< .01 Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *= p< .05 Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
Age 1st Exp FR = Age of first exposure to French; Yrs FR. Inst. = Years of French instruction; % W. FR. Use = Percent weekly use of French; Mths FR Envir. = Months of 
residence in a French-speaking environment; Cloze Test = Cloze test scores (/45); FPT (12M) = French Placement Test with only 12 months between this test and test 
takers participation in the EIT (n=40); EIT Global WtZ = EIT Global scores without the zero scores; Log EIT Global Results = EIT Global scores after log transformation; 
Log EIT Global WtZ = EIT Global scores after log transformation and excluding the zero scores. 
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The fact that test takers were removed is not reflected in all correlations, as we notice that the 
relationship between EIT global scores and cloze test remains the same (r= .875**) for both 
samples N=204 and N=200. The interesting difference to notice concerns the factors for 
which these outliers were removed. Below is the comparison of them. 
 
EIT-% of French use: 296** for N=204 and .343** for N=200 
EIT- Years of French instruction: .592** for N=204 and .618** for N=200 
EIT-Months in a French Speaking Environment: .592** for N=204 and .552** for N=200 
 
As can be seen, the students who were excluded from the data set had an impact on some 
variables, especially on the percentage of French weekly use and the years of French 
instruction. However, surprisingly for the variable ‘Months in a French-speaking 
environment” the correlation coefficient did not improve. 
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APPENDIX L. DISCRIMINATION INDICES ACROSS VARIOUS GROUPING 
LEVELS 
Levels 1-7 
 
Note: The items are ordered according to their discrimination index, going from the lowest discrimination index 
(represented in shades of red) to the highest discrimination index (represented in shades of green).  
The average of the discrimination indices equals 0.37 and the standard deviation equals  0.08. n=200 
 
Levels 1-4 
 
Note: The average of the discrimination indices equals 0.16 and the standard deviation equals 0.07. n=77 
 
Levels 5-7 
 
Note: The average of the discrimination indices equals 0.33 and the standard deviation equals 0.08. n=123 
 
 
 
Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI
42 0.21
46 0.22
11 0.24
31 0.24
32 0.24
37 0.25
24 0.26
50 0.28
35 0.29
19 0.30
45 0.30
29 0.31
41 0.32
14 0.32
49 0.32
21 0.33
40 0.33
5 0.33
44 0.34
12 0.35
43 0.36
18 0.36
9 0.37
10 0.37
33 0.38
2 0.38
23 0.38
28 0.39
1 0.40
27 0.40
16 0.42
8 0.42
20 0.42
38 0.43
39 0.43
4 0.43
13 0.43
48 0.44
26 0.44
34 0.45
47 0.45
22 0.45
36 0.45
25 0.45
15 0.46
17 0.47
7 0.49
30 0.51
3 0.52
6 0.56
Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI
24 0.06
45 0.06
42 0.06
41 0.07
37 0.08
35 0.08
32 0.09
29 0.10
43 0.10
46 0.11
49 0.12
39 0.12
22 0.12
31 0.12
10 0.13
21 0.13
27 0.13
23 0.13
28 0.14
26 0.15
8 0.15
19 0.15
40 0.15
4 0.15
15 0.15
44 0.15
11 0.16
2 0.16
13 0.16
6 0.16
17 0.16
1 0.17
12 0.17
50 0.17
38 0.17
33 0.18
48 0.19
7 0.19
18 0.19
36 0.20
25 0.20
47 0.21
9 0.21
20 0.21
30 0.21
34 0.22
5 0.26
16 0.26
3 0.40
14 0.40
Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI
5 0.11
2 0.14
14 0.16
10 0.19
11 0.22
46 0.22
42 0.23
31 0.24
8 0.25
50 0.28
37 0.28
4 0.29
9 0.30
32 0.30
19 0.30
24 0.30
29 0.30
44 0.32
35 0.32
7 0.32
41 0.34
49 0.34
3 0.34
40 0.35
1 0.35
25 0.35
45 0.35
38 0.36
23 0.36
12 0.36
21 0.36
36 0.36
27 0.37
16 0.37
20 0.38
48 0.38
33 0.38
6 0.38
28 0.39
18 0.39
43 0.41
13 0.41
34 0.41
47 0.41
30 0.42
26 0.44
17 0.44
39 0.46
15 0.47
22 0.50
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Levels 1-2 
 
Note: The average of the discrimination indices equals 0.19 and the standard deviation equals 0.09.  n=39 
 
Levels 3-4 
 
Note: The average of the discrimination indices equals 0.15 and the standard deviation equals 0.09.  n=38 
 
Level 5 
 
Note: The average of the discrimination indices equals 0.21 and the standard deviation equals 0.08.  n=58 
 
 
 
 
Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI
45 0.06
42 0.07
24 0.07
37 0.08
31 0.09
15 0.09
46 0.09
29 0.11
32 0.12
41 0.12
17 0.13
21 0.13
23 0.13
22 0.13
35 0.14
26 0.14
38 0.14
1 0.14
49 0.15
40 0.15
28 0.15
43 0.15
48 0.15
27 0.16
44 0.18
20 0.18
36 0.18
19 0.18
18 0.19
33 0.19
13 0.20
47 0.20
30 0.21
39 0.22
11 0.22
12 0.22
25 0.23
50 0.23
6 0.25
8 0.26
16 0.26
34 0.26
9 0.27
2 0.28
5 0.31
4 0.33
10 0.37
14 0.37
3 0.39
7 0.42
Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI
24 0.01
43 0.02
41 0.03
42 0.04
45 0.04
29 0.04
32 0.04
35 0.06
23 0.07
39 0.08
31 0.08
40 0.09
46 0.09
13 0.10
49 0.11
12 0.11
22 0.11
44 0.11
21 0.12
37 0.12
19 0.12
26 0.12
11 0.12
50 0.13
28 0.14
15 0.14
38 0.14
17 0.15
27 0.15
18 0.16
47 0.17
30 0.18
34 0.18
33 0.18
1 0.19
9 0.19
36 0.20
25 0.20
6 0.21
48 0.21
20 0.23
8 0.23
16 0.26
5 0.27
10 0.27
14 0.27
2 0.29
4 0.35
3 0.35
7 0.37
Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI
37 0.08
46 0.09
11 0.10
31 0.11
33 0.11
35 0.13
19 0.13
42 0.13
24 0.14
5 0.14
9 0.14
49 0.14
41 0.15
32 0.15
2 0.16
45 0.17
21 0.17
50 0.17
23 0.18
12 0.18
29 0.18
27 0.19
38 0.19
14 0.20
8 0.20
44 0.21
43 0.22
40 0.22
22 0.23
10 0.23
1 0.24
18 0.24
20 0.26
26 0.26
28 0.26
36 0.27
13 0.27
25 0.28
39 0.28
15 0.28
48 0.29
16 0.29
34 0.30
47 0.30
3 0.30
7 0.31
6 0.32
4 0.32
17 0.35
30 0.39
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Level 6 
 
Note: The average of the discrimination indices equals 0.29 and the standard deviation equals 0.09.  n=46 
 
Level 7 
 
Note: The average of the discrimination indices equals 0.20 and the standard deviation equals 0.11.  n=19 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI
2 0.09
5 0.10
10 0.11
19 0.15
46 0.16
14 0.16
8 0.18
42 0.19
24 0.20
11 0.20
31 0.21
50 0.21
37 0.22
4 0.22
41 0.23
29 0.24
25 0.25
44 0.27
9 0.27
32 0.27
35 0.28
16 0.29
3 0.30
36 0.30
30 0.31
49 0.31
12 0.31
45 0.31
6 0.32
20 0.32
7 0.32
23 0.32
18 0.33
21 0.33
40 0.33
33 0.34
1 0.34
43 0.34
38 0.34
48 0.35
47 0.37
28 0.37
27 0.38
13 0.38
34 0.39
39 0.40
17 0.42
26 0.46
22 0.48
15 0.51
Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI Item # DI
10 0.01
2 0.01
5 0.02
7 0.03
3 0.03
4 0.03
8 0.04
6 0.05
14 0.06
25 0.10
16 0.13
30 0.13
21 0.15
32 0.15
1 0.17
9 0.17
39 0.17
17 0.17
26 0.17
34 0.17
18 0.18
22 0.19
44 0.19
15 0.19
28 0.20
13 0.20
38 0.20
48 0.21
50 0.23
12 0.23
27 0.24
33 0.24
20 0.25
24 0.25
47 0.27
35 0.27
23 0.27
29 0.27
42 0.28
49 0.28
46 0.29
40 0.31
31 0.31
36 0.33
43 0.34
19 0.34
45 0.38
41 0.39
11 0.41
37 0.48
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APPENDIX M. GLOSSARY 
Achievement test 
A test designed to measure the extent of learning achieved by a candidate in relation to a 
particular course of instruction, textbook, etc., i.e. a curriculum-dependent test. Also referred 
to as attainment test. 
(Multilingual glossary of language testing terms, Cambridge University Press, 1998, p. 134) 
 
Analytic scoring 
A method of scoring which can be used in tests of productive language use, such as speaking 
and writing. The assessor makes an assessment with the aid a list of specific points. For 
example, in a test of writing the analytic scale may include a focus on grammar, vocabulary, 
use of linking devices, etc. 
(Multilingual glossary of language testing terms, Cambridge University Press, 1998, p. 135) 
 
Assumption 
It is a term that reflects that something is assumed to be true. Kane (1999) uses this term  to 
refer to the evidence that supports the claim formulated in regard to the test scores’ 
interpretation and use. In other words, the assumption, which is based on evidence, justifies 
the inference made. Following Chapelle et al. (2008), the relationship that exists between the 
test scores and the meaning they bring to the construct being tested (i.e., Oral French 
proficiency for the present study) illustrates the assumption. 
 
Band descriptor 
See also rubric. A term for a statement that describes what a student can do at a particular 
point on a rating scale. The descriptor is used by raters to match language samples from 
performance tests to a level on the scale. Also termed (simply) ‘band’. Sometimes spelled 
‘descripter’. 
(Fulcher and Davidson, 2007, p. 369). 
 
Benchmark 
As of today, the two main benchmarks used for French language are the ACTFL (American 
Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages) proficiency guidelines in the United States 
and the CEFR (Common European Framework of Reference for Languages) in Europe. Each 
of them is a set of guidelines that describe students’ proficiency levels on reading, writing, 
listening, and speaking skills, and aims to help assess global proficiency of language learners.  
 
Cloze Test 
A type of gap-filling task in which whole words are deleted from a text. In a traditional cloze, 
deletion is every nth word. Other gap-filling tasks where short phrases are deleted from a 
text, or where the item writer chooses the words to be deleted, are commonly referred to as 
cloze tests, for example ‘rational cloze’. Candidates may have to supply the missing words 
(open cloze) or choose from a set of options (multiple choice or banked cloze). Marking of 
open cloze may be either ‘exact word’ (only the word deleted from the original text is taken 
as the correct response) or ‘acceptable word’ (a list of acceptable responses is given to 
markers).  
(Multilingual glossary of language testing terms, Cambridge University Press, 1998, p. 138) 
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Competence 
The knowledge or ability to do something. Used in linguistics to refer to an underlying 
ability, as contrasted with performance, which is the manifestation of competence as 
language in use. This distinction originates in the work of Chomsky. 
Compare: ability, performance. 
Further reading: Bachman 1900, p. 52, p. 108. 
(Multilingual glossary of language testing terms, Cambridge University Press, 1998, p. 138) 
 
Concurrent validity 
A test is said to have concurrent validity if the scores it gives correlate with a recognized 
external criterion which measures the same area of knowledge or ability.  
See: criterion-related validity. 
Further reading: Bachman 1990, pp. 248-250. 
(Multilingual glossary of language testing terms, Cambridge University Press, 1998, p. 139) 
 
Construct 
Following Kerlinger and Lee (2000), a construct is a concept that is defined so that it can be 
scientifically investigated. This means that it can be operationalized so that it can be 
measured. Constructs are usually identified by abstract nouns, such as ‘fluency’, that cannot 
be directly observed in themselves but about which we need to make inferences from 
observations. 
(Fulcher and Davidson, 2007, pp. 369-370).  
 
A hypothesized ability or mental trait which cannot necessarily be directly observed or 
measured, for example, in language testing, listening ability. Language tests attempt to 
measure the different constructs which underlie language ability. In addition to language 
ability itself, motivation, attitude and acculturation are all relevant constructs. 
(Multilingual glossary of language testing terms, Cambridge University Press, 1998, p. 139) 
 
Construct Validity 
For a general term to become a construct, it must have two further properties. Firstly, it must 
be defined in such a way that it becomes measurable […] Secondly, any construct should be 
defined in such a way that it can have relationships with other constructs that are different. 
[…]To put this another way, concepts become constructs when they are so defined that they 
can become ‘operational’  
(Fulcher and Davidson, 2007, p.7) 
 
A test is said to have construct validity if its scores can be shown to reflect a theory about the 
nature of a construct or its relation to other constructs. It could be predicted, for example, that 
two valid tests of listening comprehension would rank learners in the same way, but each 
would have a weaker relationship with scores on a test of grammatical competence. 
See: test specification, validity. 
Further readings: Ebel and Frisbie 1991, p. 108: Hatch and Lazaraton 1991, pp. 37-38. 
(Multilingual glossary of language testing terms, Cambridge University Press, 1998, p. 139) 
 
Content validity 
Content validity is defined as any attempt to show that the content of the test is a 
representative sample from the domain that is to be tested. This is usually done using expert 
judges. (Fulcher and Davidson, 2007, p. 6) 
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Content validity (cont.) 
A test is said to have content validity if the items or tasks of which it is made up constitute a 
representative sample of items or tasks for the area of knowledge or ability to be tested.  
These are often related to a syllabus or a course. 
See: test specification, validity. 
Further reading: Bachman 1990, pp. 240-247. 
(Multilingual glossary of language testing terms, Cambridge University Press, 1998, p. 140) 
 
Criterion 
There are two meanings to this term. Firstly, a criterion is a variable to which we may wish to 
make a prediction from a test score. If our test is designed to predict success in a future 
academic context, the criterion may be results on academic tests or the evaluation of 
communicative ability by subject specialists. Secondly, it is an area of content (sometimes 
called a domain) to which a test is referenced (see criterion referenced test). 
(Fulcher and Davidson, 2007, p. 370) 
 
Criterion-Referenced Test (CRT) 
A test that measures knowledge, skill, or ability in a specific domain. Performance is usually 
measured against some existing criterion level of performance, above which the test taker is 
deemed to have achieved mastery. Also known as CRT, this approach is said to differ from 
norm-referenced testing (NRT) in that test takers are not compared with each other, only with 
a criterion of successful performance. CRTs typically do not seek to spread out student 
results. In contrast, NRTs are usually designed with spread in mind. 
(Fulcher and Davidson, 2007, p. 370) 
 
Criterion-related validity 
A test is said to have criterion-related validity if a relationship can be demonstrated between 
test scores and some external criterion which is believed to be a measure of the same ability. 
Information on criterion-relatedness is also used in determining how well a test predicts 
future behavior. 
See: concurrent validity, predictive validity 
Further reading: Bachman 1990, pp. 248-250. 
(Multilingual glossary of language testing terms, Cambridge University Press, 1998, p. 140) 
 
Domain 
The domain is that part of the universe to which we wish to make a prediction from test 
scores. Domains are usually described in terms of language content, demands, functions, or 
other descriptions of actual language performance. For example, domains may be defined in 
relation to specific jobs, areas of language use, or discourse domain such as the language of 
academia. Domain analysis may be an important part of test content design in testing  
language for specific purposes. 
(Fulcher and Davidson, 2007, p. 371).  
 
Efficiency 
In regards to this dissertation, the term efficiency with the use of the EIT means the 
effectiveness of test administration and delivery, but not scoring, as the current French EIT 
format employs raters. These raters entail logistical (i.e., training) and cost burdens. 
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Facet 
See also test method facets. Some aspect of the test or the setting for the test that may have an 
impact upon test scores. One construct-irrelevant facet of a speaking test is the rater, and this 
facet is often studied to make sure that scores do not vary according to rater. 
(Fulcher and Davidson, 2007, p. 371).  
 
Framework  
A selection of constructs, knowledge, skills or abilities, extracted from a model for their 
relevance to a particular domain of inference. Models of language competence are usually 
encyclopedic definitions of what it means to know and use a language. It is impossible to test 
everything that a model contains in any single test. If a test producer claims to be able to do 
this, it shows a fundamental misunderstanding of validity issues. Frameworks are mediating 
documents between a model and a test specification that provide rationales and empirical 
evidence to link the constructs tested to the explicit purpose for which the test is designed. 
(Fulcher and Davidson, 2007, p. 372).  
 
Item response theory (IRT) 
IRT (or latent trait theory) is a modern test theory that allows for more advanced statistical 
analyses than traditional approaches such as the discrimination index. IRT examines in a fine-
grained manner the difficulty of the test items in relation to the test takers abilities. It is then 
based on the assumption that abilities and test responses are related. More specifically, IRT 
attempts to model students’ ability by using the scores of each test item rather than adding the 
entire test items’ scores to obtain an average performance. Hence, the main goal of IRT is to 
scale the test items to see if more interpretations can be formulated from the test scores. 
 
Mandate 
According to Davidson and Lynch, the mandate is the “constellation of forces that shape the 
content of the test” (2002, p. 8). The authors further explain this concept by underlining that 
the mandate is responsible for the content and the form of the test.  These elements (content 
and form) belong to two different types of mandate – internal and external – and illustrate the 
forces that can be included in the mandate of a test. In other words, a test exists because there 
is a need for it, and this need is reflected by the source of a test, which is the mandate. 
Further reading: Davidson and Lynch, 2002, p.77-97. 
(Testcraft A teacher’s guide to Writing and using Language Test Specifications, Yale 
University Press, 2002) 
 
Norm-referenced test (NRT) 
A test in which the score of any individual is interpreted in relation to the scores of other 
individuals in the population. It is common for a test to be given to a representative sample of 
the entire test taking population in order to establish norms. Once the test is used in live 
testing, any score is interpreted in terms of where it falls on the curve of normal 
distribution established in the norm-setting study. See also criterion-referenced test. 
(Fulcher and Davidson, 2007, pp. 373-374).  
 
A test where scores are interpreted with references to the performance of a given group 
consisting of people comparable to the individual taking the test. The term tends to be used 
for tests whose interpretation focuses on ranking individuals relative to the norm group or to 
each other. Compare: criterion-referenced test 
(Multilingual glossary of language testing terms, Cambridge University Press, 1998, p. 155) 
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Proficiency  
According to Chapelle et al., the term ‘proficiency’ in language testing should be 
“conceptualized more broadly as the ability to use a complex knowledge and processes to 
achieve particular goals rather than narrowly as knowledge of linguistic form or a skill”. 
(2008, p. 2).  
 
The term proficiency carried several meanings according to various contexts, such as in 
testing and teaching. In the present research, ‘proficiency’ is meant to represent test takers’ 
ability in French regardless of their previous training in the language (i.e., educational and 
experience abroad in French-speaking environments). More precisely, student’s proficiency 
via the use of the EIT aims to represent the degree to which test takers have the ability to use 
the French language in a specific testing condition (i.e., listening, waiting, and repeating). 
The proficiency via the EIT intends to represent students’ level of general linguistics 
knowledge (e.g., vocabulary, grammar, phonetic, etc.), ability to process efficiently, and use 
French. Proficiency via the use of the EIT is perceived as a continuum of skills going from no 
proficiency (student did not say anything) to perfect (student could perfectly repeat the 
sentence). This view is modeled by the EIT frame of reference (i.e., criterion-referenced test) 
and aims to be interpreted in a meaningful way. (see Bachman, 1990) 
 
Knowledge of a language, and degree of skill in using it. 
Compare: ability, competence 
Further reading: Bachman 1900, p. 16, 338-344 
(Multilingual glossary of language testing terms, Cambridge University Press, 1998, pp. 157-
158) 
 
Proficiency test 
A test which measures general ability or skill without reference to any specific course of 
study or set of materials. 
(Multilingual glossary of language testing terms, Cambridge University Press, 1998, p. 158) 
 
Rubric 
See also band descriptor. Rubric is the term used in the United States to mean the same as 
band descriptor in the United Kingdom. However, in the United Kingdom the test rubrics 
usually refer to any instructions given in the test to help test takers understand how to respond 
to prompts. 
(Fulcher and Davidson, 2007, p. 376). 
 
Stakeholders 
All individuals or organizations with an interest in the use or impact of the test. Stakeholders 
include language testers, test takers and the families of test takers. However, those with an 
interest may also be Ministries of Education, school districts and individual educational 
establishments. In the use of Business English tests, the stakeholders may also include 
companies that use the test for appointment and promotion purposes. In large-scale high-
stakes tests, the society of a country or region may have a stake in how a test is used. Test 
developers need to identify legitimate stakeholders for consultation in the test development 
process.  
(Fulcher and Davidson, 2007, p. 376). 
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Test specifications  
Generative blueprint or design documents for a test. Test specifications operate at the level of 
the item or task, and of the test as a whole (components or ‘papers’, mix of item or task types, 
response formats, length and so on); the latter whole-test level is often called a ‘table of 
specifications’. Testers should be able to compile new equivalent forms from the test 
specifications, and item writers should be able to write new items or tasks that have 
congruence with the item specifications. 
(Fulcher and Davidson, 2007, p. 377). 
 
A detailed set of documentation normally drawn up during the process of designing a new 
test or revising an existing one. The specifications give details of the design, content, level, 
task and item types used, target population, use of the test, etc., and specimen materials are 
often included. 
(Multilingual glossary of language testing terms, Cambridge University Press, 1998, p. 166) 
 
Validation 
The process of gathering evidence to support the inferences made from scores. It is the 
inferences regarding specific uses of a test which are validated, not the test itself. 
See: validity 
(Multilingual glossary of language testing terms, Cambridge University Press, 1998, p. 168) 
 
Validity Argument 
An argument is the defense of a claim, requiring grounds (data) to support the claim and a 
warrant to justify the claim on the basis of the grounds. Validity arguments justify the claims 
that language testers make about the meaning of test scores. 
(Fulcher and Davidson, 2007, p. 377). 
 
Washback 
Sometimes referred to as ‘backwash’. The effect of a test on learning and teaching. Washback 
studies focus on practices or behavior that would not be present if it were not for the test. See 
also impact. 
(Fulcher and Davidson, 2007, p. 377). 
 
The impact of a test on classroom teaching. Teachers may be influenced by the knowledge 
that their students are planning to take a certain test and adapt their methodology and the 
content of lessons to reflect the demands of the test. The result may be positive or negative. 
Also refereed as to as backwash. 
(Multilingual glossary of language testing terms, Cambridge University Press, 1998, p. 136) 
 
